
COMMISSION BASE VISIT 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS AND 

NSWC WHITE OAK 
Monday, March 27,1995 

C O ~ S I O N E R  ATTENDING: 
Rebecca Cox 

F ATTENDING; 
David Epstein - Annapolis 
David Lyles - both 
Jeff Mulliner - White Oak 
Alex Yellin - both 

o d v .  W c h  27 
h:45AM David Epstein departs Potomac, MD. (home) en route NSFVC Annapolis, MD. 

7:OOAM David Lyles and Alex Yellin pick up Rebecca Cox at homc: en route NS WC 
Annapolis, MD. 

7:45AM David Epstein arrives NSWC Annapolis. 

8:OOAM Arrive NS WC Annapolis, MD. 
Rebecca Cox 
David Lyles 
Alex Yellin 

**Contact: Roger Walker 
Phone: 301-261-1334 

8:OOAM to Working breakfast and NSWC Annapolis base visit. 
12:OOPM 

1 1 :30AM Jeff Mulliner departs Rosslyn en route NSWC White Oak, MD. 

12:OOPM Depart NSWC Annapolis en route NSWC White Oak, MD. 
Rebecca Cox 
David Lyles 
Alex Yellin 

12:OOPM David Epstein departs Annapolis en route Washington, D.C. 

DCN 1633



' 1:OOPM Arrive NSWC White Oak, MD fiom NSWC Annapolis, MID. 
Rebecca Cox 
David Lyles 
Alex Yellin 

**Contact CDR Mike Silvestri 
Phone: 301 -394-1 653 

1,:OOPM to Working lunch and NSWC White Oak base visit. 
5:OOPM 

1 :00PM David Epstein arrives Washington, D.C., fiom Annapolis. 

5:OOPM Depart NSWC White Oak en route home. 
Rebecca Cox 
David Lyles 
Alex Yellin 
Jeff Mulliner 

6:OOPM David Lyles and Alex Yellin drop Rebecca Cox off at home. 



DRAFT 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COFvlMISSION 

SUMMARY SHEET 

NAVAL SURFACE WA- CENTER.CARDEI;tOCK. 
ANNAPOLIS DETACHMENT 

INSTALLATION MISSION 

Provide research, development, test and evaluation, fleet support, and in-service engineering for 
surface and undersea vehicle, hull, mechanical and electrical systems, and propulsors; provide 
logistics R&D; and provide support to the Maritime Administration and the maritime industry. 
Some specific efforts supported include RDT&E, Acquisition, and In-Ser~lice Engineering of 

Surface, Undersea and USMC Vehicle Vulnerability and Survivability Systems. 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Active and Passive Acoustic Signatures and Silencing 
Systems. 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Non-Acoustic Signatures and Silencing, Systems. 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Propulsion Machinery Systems and Components. 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Auxiliary Machinery Systems and Corr~ponents. 

The Annapolis Detachment has some unique missions involving ship vulnerability and * survivability, ship active and passive signatures, and surface and undersea vehicle hull 
machinery, propulsors and equipment. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: 

Close NSWC, Carderock Division, Detachment Annapolis, including the NIKE Site, 
Bayhead Road, Annapolis. 

Transfer the fuel storagelrefueling sites and the water treatment facilities to Naval Station, 
,Annapolis to support the U.S. Naval Academy and Navy housing. 

Relocate appropriate functions, personnel, equipment and support to other technical 
activities, primarily NSWC, Carderock Division, Detachment, Philadelphia, PA; NSWC, 
Carderock Division, Carderock, MD; and Naval Research Laboratory, FTa.shington, DC. 

Joint Spectrum Center (DoD cross-service tenant) will be relocated ~ 4 t h  other components of 
the Center in the local area as appropriate. 
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DOD JUSTIFICATION 

Sharp declines in technical center workload through 2001 which leads to excess capacity in 
these activities. 

This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate closure/realignrnent or 
consolidation of activities wherever practicable. 

This action permits the elimination of the command and support structure of the closing 
activity resulting in improved efficiency, reduced costs, and reduced excess capacity. 

COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DOD 

One-Time Cost: $ 25.0 million 
Net Costs and Savings During Implementation: $ 36.7 mil1io:n (savings) 
Annual Recurring Savings: $ 14.5 mil1io:n 
Break-Even Year: 1 year 
Net Present Value Over 20 Years: $ 175.1 millioin 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF THIS RECOMMENDATION (EXCLUDES 
CONTRACTORS) 

Baseline 2 418 - 

Reductions 
Realignments 
Total 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF ALL RECOMMENDATIONS A.FFECTING THIS 
INSTALLATION (INCLUDES ON-BASE CONTRACTORS AND STUDENTS) 

Out In Net (Loss) 
Military Civilian Military Civilian Military Civiliar, 

2 520 - - (2) (520j 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

NS WC Philadelphia is in a non-attainment area for CO. 
NSWC Carderock and NRL are currently in moderate non-attainment for CO and attainment 
for PM- 10. 
In the case of each receiving site, a conformity determination may be required to assess the 
impact of this action. 
No endangered species or biological habitat issues. 
No wetlands on the base. 
Historic preservation concerns apply. 
NSWC Annapolis is in severe ozone non-attainment area. 
There are asbestos problems of unknown magnitude on base. 

REPRESENTATION 

Governor: Parris Glendening 
Senators: Paul Sarbanes 

Barbara hlikulski 
Representative: Wayne Gilchrest 

ECONOMIC IMPACT 

Potential Employment Loss: 1512 jobs (522 direct ancl990 indirect) 
[City] MSA Job Base: 2,434,000 jobs 
Percentage: . 1  percent decrease 

* Cumulative Economic Impact (year-year): 0.0 percent decrease 
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w' MILITARY ISSUES 

NSWC Philadelphia does not have facilities in any form for "Deep Ocean Machinery 
Simulation, Magnetic Fields, Submarine Fluid Dynamics, Electric Power, Electric 
Propulsion. and Machinery Acoustic Silencing." 
This is the only location in the Western Hemisphere with the capability to evaluate and 
qualifi vehicles, deep ocean machinery, large size composite structures, and fiber optic cable 
designs for both the Navy and commercial applications at deep ocean pressures. 
NSWC closure would result in the loss of key technical personnel and the Navy's laboratory 
capability to specify and validate cooling equipment which is responsive to the accelerated 
worldwide CFC production ban. Beginning in 1996, the Navy will be using a strategic 
stockpile of CFC, which will be depleted rapidly if ships cooling system developments 
permitting non-CFC refrigerants are delayed. Navy could be fined $25,000 per day if the 
CFC replacement project is not completed on schedule. No other Do11 or private sector 
facility has the capability to conduct this work. 
No other activity currently provides certain support for shipboard auxiliary machinery 
systems and "there is no single source that can provide the auxiliary machinery 
systems/components integration expertise and the critical facilities ... for 21st century ships 
and submarines." 
"The Annapolis Site is the international leader in Machinery Silencing Technology. There is 
no other assembly of experienced technical experts and facilities capal~le of developing 
assessing the quietness of full-scale machinery at system operating co~iditions." 
The Magnetic Fields Laboratory in Annapolis is "the only facility in the U.S. that can" 
support degaussing coil design and calibration procedures and the "loss of the Annapolis site 
would result in the severe degradation of the Navy's capability and corporate memory in 
submarine electromagnetic silencing and surface ship EM signature exploratory 
development." 
The United Kingdom has closed its facility and intends to use the facility at Annapolis. 
Annapolis has the capability to test manned vehicles under certified "man safe" conditions, 
without which at-sea testing would have to be conducted, with the inherent risks to human 
life due to potential failures. However, a manned vehicle was last tested in 1983. 
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COMMUNITY CONCERNS/ISSUES 

Employees (particularly engineers) will be unable to obtain jobs in Arlnapolis if they choose 
not to move. 
COBRA assumptions regarding moving and availability of other Government jobs are 
unrealistic. 
There is sufficient space to enable tenant to move the remainder of its personnel on the 
compound and thus save several million dollars a year in rent. 
COBRA data reflects NSWC as it is today, not as dictated by BRAC 91. This makes the 
recurring savings appear much larger than it really is. 
COBRA data does not reflect the annual rent which would be incurrecl ($1 millionlyear) if 
current tenant were forced to move into leased spaces. 
Some of the savings are really excess people which will be "allocated from excess capacity at 
receiving sites." 
Compound is surrounded by Naval Station Annapolis and can not be used unless base is 
reconfigured. 
U.S. will suffer major loss of capability which will take years to replace. 

ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

NSWC Annapolis had a higher military value than NSWC Philadelphia and the margin 
would have been even greater had not Philadelphia gotten higher scort:s for quality of life, 
which is primarily oriented towards military personnel (Annapolis has one or two). 
BRAC-93 voted NOT against a DoD proposal which would have had Annapolis staffed 
primarily by an equipment maintenance detachment. Most personnel would move to 
Philadelphia and Carderock and would come to use the equipment on an as-needed basis. 
Costs associated with the DoD tenant at NSWC Annapolis may not have been properly 
accounted for. 
If NSWC is to be closed, why is the recommendation not to move it to DoD owned space 
which offers a synergy with the Joint Spectrum Center? 
When will Navy have en\lironmental conformity determinations completed? 
Was everything possible done to mhvimize sharing of overhead between the Naval Station 
and the NSWC? 
What are the reuse plans for the facility? 
COBRA Standards are questionable, especially moving costs, % employees getting jobs. % 
moving to keep jobs. 
DoD for Base Operating Support Costs and Real Property Maintenance are suspect. 
Note that if Annapolis were kept open (once White Oak is closed) $1 5-$20 M could be 
saved by keeping Annapolis open. 

David EpsteinlfJavy/03/22/95 6:2 1 PM 
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DOD Base Closure and Realignment 
Report to the Commission 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

ANALYSES 

AND 

(Volume IV) 

UNCLASSIFIED 



RECOMMENDATION FOR CLOSURE 

NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER, CARDEROCK DI\.'ISION 
DETACHMENT, AhWAPOLXS, MARYLAKD 

Recommendation: Close the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division 
Detachment, Annapolis, Maryland, including the NIKE Site, Bayhead Road, Annapolis, 
except transfer the fuel storagelrefueling sites and the water treatment facilities to Naval 
Station, Annapolis to support the U.S. Naval Academy and Navy housing. Relocate 
appropriate functions, personnel, equipment and suppon to other technical activities, 
primarily Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division Detachment, Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania; Naval Surface Weapons Center, Carderock Division, Carderock, Maryland; 
and the Naval Research Laboratory, U1ashington, D.C. The Joint Spectrum Center, a 
DoD cross-service tenant, will be relocated with other components of the Center in the 
local area as appropriate. 

Justification: There is an overall reduction in operational forces and a sharp decline of 
the Department of the Naby budget through 2001. Specific reductions for technical 
centers are difficult to determine because these activities are supported through customer 
orders. However, the level of forces and of the budget are reliable indicators of sharp 
declines in technical center workload through 2001, whch leads to a .recognition of excess 
capacitjr in these activi:ies. This excess and the imbalance in forcc: and resource levels 
dictate closure/realignment or consolidation of activities wherever practicable. The total 
closure of this technical center reduces overall excess capacity in this categon of 
installations, as well as excess capacity specific to this particular installation. It results 
in synergistic efficiencies by eliminating a major site and collocating technical personnel 
at the two primary remaining sites involved in hull, machinery. and equipment associated 
with naval vessels. It allows the mo\'ement of work to other Navy., DoD. academic and 
private industry facilities. and the excessing of some facilities not jn continuous use. It 
also collocates RDT&E efforts with the In-Service Engineering work and facihties, to 
incorporate lessons learned from fleet operations and to increase the technical response 
pool tc solve immediate problems. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is S25 million. The net of all costs and savings d u r i ~ ~  the 
implementation period is a savings of $36.7 million. Annual recurring sa\rings after 
implementation are 5 14.5 million with a return on investment expected in one year. The 
ner present value of the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $175.1 million. 



NAVY INSTALLATION LIST -- BRAC 95 

Cv.njnia~&r-in:Shief. AtlantLc-FIe.c~ 
Atlantic Fleet \!'c.~lw~is Training Facility. PR 
Fleet Technical Support Center, Atlantic, Norfolk, VA 
Fleet Technical S u p p r t  Center, Atlantic, Norfolk Detachment, 

Mayport. FL 
Fleet Technical Suppnrt Center, Atl:tntic, Norfolk Detachment. 

Norlcdk, VA 

C~nimander,ln~h.ief. Pacific Fleet 
Pacific Missile Range Factlity, IIawaii Area. Barking Sands, 

IiI 
Fleet Technical Support Center. San Dtego. CA 
Fleet Technical Support Center, Pcarl Ilartmr. 111 

Chief of Naval Operations 
Operational Test and Evaluation Force, Norfolk, VA 

Bureau of M.e_dkic~e_a.ndSuuggtt 
(c) Naval Medical Research Institute. Belhesda, MD 
(c) Naval llealth Research Center, San Diego. CA 

Naval Acr(*yace Medical Research 1-aboratory. Pensacola, FL 
(c) Naval Bindynamics 1-ahoratory, New Orleans, LA 

Naval Suhniarine Medical Research 1-aboratory, Groton, CT 
Naval Dental Research Institute, Great Lakes. IL 

Bureau of Naval Personnel 
(c) Navy Personnel Research and Developnient Center, San 

Diego, CA 

m i e ~ a v _ a l  Resear& 
Naval Research Lahnratory. Washington, DC 

(c) Naval Research Latmratory Detachment, Underwater Sound 
Reference Lahratory. Orlando. FL 

(rd)Office of Naval Research. Arlineton. VA 

Naval Air Syste_mz,~~tiiniati~~ 
p~ 

Naval Air Warfare Center, IIeadquarters. Washington, DC 
Naval Air Warfare Center. Weapns  Division. China Lake, 

C A 
Naval Air Warfare Center, Weapons Division, Point hlugu, 

c.4 
(c) Naval Air Warfare Center. Aircraft Division. Indianapolis, IN 

Naval Air Warfare Center. Aircraft Division. Patuxent River, 
MD 

(c) Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Patuxent River 
Detachment. Warminster, PA 

(c) Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division. Pah~xent River 
Detachnient, Deep Water Test Facility. Oreland, PA 

(ce)Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division. Lakehurst, NJ 
Naval Air Training Systems Division. Orlando, F L  

(c) Naval Air Technical Services Facility, Philadelphia. PA 
(c) Naval Aviation Engineering Service Unit, Philadelphia, PA 

tiiw.alSU.ste&mmaI?r! 
Naval Surface Warfare Center. 1-leadquarters, Arlington, VA 
Naval Surface Warfare Center. Crane Division, Crane, IN 

(ee)Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division Detachment, 
I.ouisville, KY 

Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division Detachment, 
tiydroacotlstic Test Area, Sullivan. IN 

Naval Surface Warfare Center, Dahlgren Division, Dahlgren. 
V A 

(c) Naval Surface Warfare Center. Dahlgren Division 
Detachment. White Oak, MD 

Naval Surface Warfare Center, Dahlgren Division, Coastal 
Systems Station, Panama City, FL 

Naval Surface Warfare Center, Port Hueneme Division, Port 
Iiueneme, CA 

Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division. 
Carderock, MD 

Naval Surface Warfare Center. Carderock Division 
Detachment, Philadelpl~ia, PA 

(e) Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division 
Detachment, Annapolis. MD 

Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division, Acoustic 
Research Detaclitiient, Bayview, 11) 

Naval Surface Warfare Center, lndian Head Division, lndian 
Ilead, MD 

Naval Surface Warfare Center, Indian Head Division 
Detachment, Yorktown, VA 

Naval Sea Logistics Center. Mechanicsburg, PA 
?r2v2! S.2 I)px?tlnns S ~ y y : !  Cletxhme~! Technics! 

Representative, Moorestown, NJ 
Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Headquarters, Newpnrt, RI 

(c) Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Newport Division, Newpon, 
RI 

(r) Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Newpr t  Division 
Detachment. New London, CT 

Naval Utltlersea Warfare Center, Keyport Division, Keyprt .  
WA 

SEASPARROW Project Support Office, Arlington, VA 
Naval Warfare Assessment Division, Corona. CA 
AEGIS Conihat Center. Wallops Island. VA 
Naval Explosive Ordnance Disposal Technology Division, 

lndian ]lead, M D  

Naval Ordnance Center. lndian Head, MD 

Svace and Naval Warfare Svskms C o m a a d  
Naval Command, Control, and Ocean Surveillance Center. 

Headquarters, San Diego, CA 
Naval Command, Control, and Ocean Surveillance Center, 

RDT&E Division. San Diego, CA 
(c) Naval Command. Control, and Ocean Surveillance Center, 

RDT&E Division. San Diego Detachment, Warminster, PA 
Naval Command. Control, and Ocean Surveillance Center, 

In-service Engineering, East Coast Division, Charleston. 
SC 

(ee)Naval Command, Control, and Ocean Surveillance Center, In- 
service Engineering. East Coast Division. Charleston 
Detachment, Norfolk. VA 

(c) Naval Command. Control. and Ocean Surveillance Center, 
In-service Engineering, West Coast Division, San Diego. 
C A 

Naval Command. Control, and Ocean Surveillance Center. 
In-service Engineering, West Coast Division, San Diego 
Detachment. Pearl Harbor. HI 

(c) Naval Management Systems Support Office, Chesapeake. VA 
Naval Technical Representative Office. Laurel, MD 

Naval Facilities E n p i ~ r i n e  Service C e n U  
Naval Facilities Engineering Service Center, Port Hueneme. 

Naval Swply-&.tems Command 
Navy Clothing and Textile Research Facility. Natick, MA 

(c )  CIOSII~C rar~tlidate (ce) Closl~re-except car~cliclate 
(r) Realig~i~iie~it carldid:~t~ (rtl) Rctlirect carldidete 



NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER - CARDEROCK, ANNAPO1,IS DETACHMENT 

w 
Host: Naval Surface Warfare Center - Carderock, Detachment Amapolis 

Major Tenant: Joint Spectrum Center; performs highly classified work; reports to Defense 
Information Systems Agency; 134 employees work on NS'WC compound. 

Location: Across Severn River from Naval Academy; 1 mile from dclwntown Annapolis 
Surrounded by Naval Station Annapolis on land side and by Severn River. 

Key Facilities: 
Non-CFC Elimination 
Deep Ocean Vehicle Facility 
Propulsion Shaftline Facility 
Machinery Acoustic Silencing 
Submarine Fluid Dynamics 
Magnetic Fields Laboratory 
Advanced Electrical Machinery 

V 
Manpower: 

19 civilian personnel and one officer are due to relocate to NSWC Carderock at Carderock, 
MD and 261 civilian personnel are to relocate to Philadelphia. 
138 civilian personnel and one officer will become excess. 

Crucial issues and questions which should be discussed: 

1. Relative to each major system on the basis. 
Where else can testing be done if we close NSWC-Annapolis? 

6 What is impact if we close down and then attempt to reopen - will equipment be damaged? 
Are the project managers you support on this suite of equipment cornfix-table with Navy 
decision to close NSWC and eliminate opportunity to do testing here? 

2 .  Besides the Navy, are there any US or foreign organizations who test or expect to test at 
YS WC Annapolis? Any private companies? 



3. What has been happening to your workload over the past few years? Do you currently 

w have enough work for your people? Do you expect to have enough in the future? 

4. I'm concerned about various aspects of the cost analysis: 
Are the jobs to be eliminated really excess at Annapolis or does the excess exist elsewhere? 
Has Annapolis's overhead been reduced or is it scheduled to be reduct:d in conjunction with 
BRAC-9 1 adjustments? 
Explain the relationship and plans for your tenant, the Joint Spectrum Center. How much 
would be spent on rent if the JSC moved off the compound? Is there room for more JSC 
personnel to move onto the compound? How much money would thxt save? 



MAP NO.21  

MARY LAND 
4 

A B E R D E E N  P R O V I N G  G R O U N D  

FORT M E A D E  

(eee mrp Z l r )  

I N D I A h -  H E A D  
N A V A L  O R D N A N C E  
CENTER 

K A \ ' A L  A I R  TEST 
CENTER 

A A R M Y  I S S T A L L A T I O N  

N A V Y  I N S T A L L A T I O N  

A F  I N S T A L L A T I O N  

Prcprrsd By: h r . I , ~ n ~ t r . .  t!rudqu-rCcr. Ssrvrcc.  

D ~ r r c L v .  - 1 -  T v l  I l , i v r  8 . r -  lion 

V j s e r k t l o n r  a n d  hepcrLm 



MARYLAND 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Act iv i t i e s  

I 

I .  Personnel - Total I 106,776 
Active Duty t l i l i t a ry  31,811 
Civilian 37,475 
Reserve 6 National h a r d  37,490 

.--------------------------------------- 
11. Expenditures - Total $7,569,066 

I A .  Payroll Outlays - Total  I 3,307,925 1 1,243,390 1 1,312,077 1 506,581 1 245,8771 

Navy 
h 

b r i n e  Corps 

1 
Perso~el/Expendi rures Air rorce 

48,872 
10,690 
14,596 
23,586 

52,151,755 

Total 

Active h t y  t l i l i t a ry  Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve 6 National h a r d  Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

Amy 

35,333 
14,747 
14,243 
6,343 

---------------,~---------------------------------.---------------- 

53,370,224 

941,705 
1,532,608 
129,195 
704,417 

I B. P r h e  Contracts Over 525,000 
Total 

16,267 
6,374 
2,332 
7,561 

51,357,963 

4,256,141 I 
Supply and Equipent  Contracts 
R D T U  Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil  function Contracts 

Prbe Contra;:s Over 525,000 
[Prior Z:ee Years1 

1,084,747 
913,546 

1,914,383 
280,592 
62,873 

I I I I I 

Pk jor Loca~ions 
of ExpenCltures 

Bal t h o r e  
Aberdeen Prov Crnd 
Rethesda 
Laurel 
Annapolis 
Rockville 
Fatuxen: River ~ A T C  
For: Eeade 
~ne rews  AFB 

Kavy 
Total  k 

1. WSrINWK5? E L E Z R I C  CORP 
2. 33:'.h'S HOPl:!t:S UN!VEESITY 
3. TFACOE It;; 
4. IhTER':AI:O'.AL PUS XCHS CORP 
5. r&mv r s :  ~ r r ~  CSPPORATI ON 

Gaithersburg 1 24E.150 1 10,696 1 237,454 1 Ealiimore 1 1,9531 25131 1,6601 

Orher 
~ i r  ~ o r c e  I b e f e r n  1 

Activi t ies  --------------------------------------- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  --------------- ---------------- ---------------- ---------------  
Fisca l  Year :F;3 53.092,356 §:,875,179 S:,O6C,2S2 2'55,367 
Fiscal Fear :552 T 2 I ' :  1 2,224,466 I 795,644 1 26?,565 - 
F~SIL: Year :SF: L,:2f,5Gl '52, ;29 11801,705 :,lf2,e52 c!C,f!55 

ic; l i v e  Ccr.:raztcrs heceiving i h e  L=:;es: 
33:;ar VC:U?:E of Prime Con:racr Absrds 

in th is  S t a t e  

I Total of Abve 1 I1,547,903 1 1 36.4: of t o t a l  auards over I25,0001 I I 

tlajor Locations 
of Personnel 

-----------------------.-------------------------------------.-------------------------------------.-----------.------------ 
Aberdeen Prov Grnd 
Anmpolis 
f o r t  tleade 
Andreus kfB 
6ethesda 
Patuxent River HkTC 
In2:an Head 
Erookmonr 
for: Derrick 

E i l i t a ry  and Civil ian Personnel Expene i tures  

$568,028 
442,281 
1 PE , $62 
167:095 
151,637 

p~ ~ ~- - - ~- 

Pre2ared by: l ; t - b i n ~ : ~ ~  Hezdq;ar:ers Services 
L: .. - i t o ra t e  for ;n!orna:i:n 
Cc,era:ions and Repcrts 

Total 

$705,004 
663,060 
656,556 
460,619 
409,948 
38€,6c5 
362,964 
250,041 
347,C75 

Total 
 mount 

Eadar Equipment, Cirborne 
RCTE/Weapons-Engineering D?velopmer.t 
En~ineer ing Technicai Services 
nodiiication of Eq/Corm~unication Equipment 
Launchers, h i d e d  E i s s i l e  

Civi i ian  

7,611 
2,605 
2 ,  e59 
2.140 
2,449 
5.251 
2,397 
2,565 
i ,274 

Total  

11,889 
E, 180 
E,  li5 
7,861 
6,757 
5,620 
2,663 
2,573 
2.198 

riaj3r Area c: Work 

fSC or Service Code Descr.;..ion Amount ------------- 

Fay~ol :  
Oarlays 

SlOE, 566 
416,778 
289,336 
14,843 

233,864 
22,406 

2 i E ,  624 
2P?,601 
279,344 

ncrive D ~ t y  
n i l l t a r y  

4,278 
5,575 
5,256 
5,721 
4,308 
2,569 
466 

8 
924 

Pr ine 
Contracts 

5596,438 
246,282 
367,220 
445,776 
176,08e 
365,229 
136,345 
5i,440 
67,691 
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22-Afar-95 
- - - - -. - - - 

- - - -- - A - - 

SVC INSTAI I \ I ION NAME ACTION YEAR ACTION SOURCE ACI'ION STATCJS ACTION StIMIlARY ACTION DETAIL 
- -  - 

- - - - - -- - - - -- - 
- - 

A 

ARERDEEN PROVING GROUND 

A1)ELPtII 1.ABORATORY CENTER 

ARMY RESERVE CENTER. GAITIIERSBURG 

88/91 DEFBRACIDBCRC ONGOING REALGNUP 1988 DEFBRAC: 
Close former NIKE site at the northwestem edge of 
the installation; completed N 93; pending disposal 

DBCRC 

DEFBRAC 

ONGOING 

COMPLETE 

REALGNUP 

CLOSE 

1991 DBCRC: 
Army Research Institute MANPRMT function 
realigned from Alexandria VA; completed FY 93 

6.1 and 6.2 materiels elements realigned from the 
Belvoir Research and Development Center, Fort 
Belvoir, VA; scheduled FY 93-95 

Army Materials Technology Laboratory (less 
struct~tres element) realigned from Wnteflown, MA 
(Change to 1988 SECDEF Commission 
recommendation); scheduled FY 95 

1991 DBCRC: 
Directed Energy and Sensors Basic and Applied 
Research element of  the Center for Night Vision and 
Electro-Optics realigned from Fort Belvoir, VA; 
scheduled FY 97 

Electronic Technology Device Laboratory realigned 
from Fort Monmouth, NJ; scheduled FY 95 

Battlefield Environment Effects element of the 
Atmospheric Science Laboratory realigned from 
White Sands Missile Range, NM; scheduled FY 97 

"~.-. ncsearsi~ Faciiiiy rcaiigncd irorn 'riarry "uiamond 
Laboratories, Woodbridge, VA; completed FY 94 

Realign fuze development and production mission 
(armament related) to Picatinny Arsenal, NJ; 
completed FY 94 

Realign fuze development and production mission 
(missile related) to Redstone Arsenal, AL; completed 
FY 94 

1988 DEFBRAC: 
Close; completed FY 92; pending disposal 



- - -- -- - - -. -- --- - - . - -- - - 

SVC INSTAL1,AI'ION NAME ACTION YEAR ACTION SOllRCE ACTION STATUS ACTION SUMMARY ACTION DETAIL 
-- -- - - - - -- -- . - - - 

FORT DETRICK 88/91 DEFBRACIDBCRC ONGOING REALGNDN I988 DEFBRAC: 
Letterman Army Institute of Research realigned from 
Presidio of San Francisco, CA (Changed to be 
disestablished by 1991 Defense Base Closure 
Commission) 

1991 DRCRC: 
Disestablish the U.S. Anny Biomedical Research R: 
Development Laboratory; transfer medical materiel 
research mission to the U.S. Army Medical Materiel 
and Development Activity at Fort Detrick; collocate 
environmental and occupational toxicology research 
with the Armstrong I,aboratory, Wright-Patterson 
AFB, OH; scheduled FY 92-96 

FORT lIOL,ABIRD 

FORT MEADE 

FORT RITCHIE 

AF 

ANDREWS AFB 

DEFBRAC ONGOING 

DEFBRAClPRlDBCRC ONGOING 

PRESS PROPOSED 

PART CLOSE 1988 DEFBRAC: 
Close that portion occupied by, and realign, the 
Crime Records Center of the Criminal lnvestigation 
Command to Fort Belvoir, VA; scheduled FY 95 

PART CLOSE 1988 DEFBRAC: 
Close the ranges, airfield and training areas 
(approximately 9,000 acres); 7,600 acres transferred 
to the Department of the Interior on 16 Oct 91 in 
accordance with the FY 91 National Defense 
Authorization Act; 500 additional acres transferred 
to the Department of the Interior in FY 93; 
remaining 900 acres to be disposed of by FY 95 

REALGN 

1990 PRESS: 
Inactivate I leadquarters, I st Region, Criminal 
lnvestigation Command; scheduled FY 93 

1993 DBCRC: 
Naval Security Group Command (including Security 
Group Station and Security Group Detachment, 
Potomac) realigned from the National Capital 
Region; scheduled FY 96  

1990 Press Release indicated realignment. No 
specifics given. 

MARTIN STATE AGS 



- - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - . - - --- - .- .- - - -- - - 
SVC INSTAI,I,A I ION NAME A(:TION YEAR A<"I'ION SOIIRCE ACTION STATUS ACTION SUMMARY ACTION DETAIL 

DMA HYDROGRAPtlIC~OPOGRAPFIIC CENTER 8 8  DEFBRAC ONGOING REALGNUP 1988 DEFBRAC: 
Activities realigned from Defense Mapping Agency 
site in Hemdon, VA; scheduled FY 95 

N 

D W TAYLOR NAV StlIP R&D CTR 

NAV ORDANCE COMMAND INDIAN IlEAD 9 1 193 DDCRC 

NAV SURFACE WEAPONS CTR WHITE OAK 9 1 193 DDCRC 

NAVAL AIR TEST CTR, PAX RIVER 

NAVAL COMM UNIT, WASIIINGTON 

NAVAL ELECTRONIC SYS ENGR ACT DBCRC 

COMPLETED REALIGNDN 1991 DBCRC: 
Recommended realignment as part of the Naval 
Surface Warfare Center, Combat & Weapons System 
Engineering and Industrial Base Directorate. 

ONGOING DISESTAB 

ONGOING CLOSE 

1993 DDCRC: 
Directed the disestablishment of the Sea Automated 
Data System Activity (SEMDSA) and relocation of 
needed functions, personnel, equipment, and support 
to NSWC Indian Head, MD. 

1991 DBCRC: 
Recommended realignment ar part of the Naval 
Surface Warfare Center, Combat & Weapons 
Systems R&D Directorate. 

1993 DBCRC: 
Directed the disestablishment of the White Oak 
Detachment of the Naval Surface Warfare Center. 
Relocate its functions, personnel, equipment, and 
support to NSWC-Dahlgren, VA; NSWC-Indian 
Head, MD; NSWC-Dahlgren, VA; and Coastal 
Systems Station, Panama City, FL. Property and 
facilities will be retained for relocation ofNaval Sea 
Systems (NAVSEA) Command. 

1993 DBCRC: 
Directed the closure of  Naval Electronic Systems 
Engineering Activity (NESEA) St Inigoes, MD and 
relocation to NESEC Charleston, SC. The 
ATC/ACLS facility, the Aegis Radio Room 
Laboratory, Identify Friend or  Foe, Light Airborne 
Multipurpose System (LAMPS), and special warfare 
joint program support are to remain at St. lnigoes but 
be transferred to Naval Air Systems Command. 



.- - - -- - - - -- -- - - - -- 

CLOSlJRE HISTORY - INSTALLATIONS I N  MARYLAND 
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- - - - -- 
- - -- - -  - - - - - 

NAVAI. MCDICAI, COMMAND-NCR 

NAVY RADIO TRANS FAC ANNAPO1,IS 93 DBCRC 

NSWC CARDEROCK, ANNAPOLIS DET 93 DBCRC 

US NAVAI, ACADEMY 

ONGOING DISESTAB 1993 DBCRC: 
Directed the disestablishment of the NRTF 
Annapolis. The Navy will retain real property. 

CANCELLED CLOSE 1993 DBCRC: 
Directed that the NSWC - Carderock. Annapolis Dct 
remain open despite OSD's recommendation to close 
the detachment. 
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HEADLINE,: Closing notice jolts Naval Surface Weapons Center 

BYLINE: John Rivera, Sun Staff Writer 

BODY : 
The scientists and engineers at the Naval Surface Weapons Center in Annapolis 

thought for sure they would be safe from an independent base-closing commission 
this year, especially since they had persuaded that panel to keep the center 
open only two years ago. 

But last week the Department of Defense again recommended closing the center 
across the Severn River from the Naval Academy, and employees are surprised and 
angered. 

"We kind of felt they looked at what we do, evaluated and decided, 'You have 
to stay open,' said Sam Shank, a computer engineer who works with a 
sophisticated program that helps design and evaluate ships and their machinery 
systems. "The only thing that's changed in two years is our workload has 
i~rreased. " 

yne Adamson, who heads a branch that designs equipment for making fresh 
water from seawater, called the move "partly a political decision." 

"I know a lot of these things are supposed to be financially motivated," he 
said. "I think they were aiming to make sure the bullet hit us this time." 

Nationwide, the Defense Department designated 146 military bases for closure 
or realignment. Five installations in Maryland were targeted. The 
recommendations will be reviewed by the Base Closure and :Realignment Commission, 
which can delete or add bases to the list. The panel has until July 1 to send 
final recommendations to the president and Congress. 

This is the third time in four years the weapons center has been targeted in 
the closing and realignment process. The size of the center, which opened in 
1908, was reduced in 1991, but most of the employees affected are still there, 
waiting to be transferred to new facilities under construction in Bethesda. 

Employees and lamakers beat back the threatened c1osu:re two years ago, only 
to learn Tuesday of new plans to close the center, most likely by 1998, unless 
they can persuade the commission otherwise. 

Of the 431 employees affected, about 138 would be laid off and the rest 
traxsferred, some to Bethesda, but most to Philadelphia, according to Jim Scott, 
a spokesman for the center's Annapolis Detachment. 
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Commission members figured that the overall reduction in the Navy's budget 
and troop strength would lead to a decline in the workload of its technical 
c ers over the next five years, according to a Pentagon document explaining 

ationale for closing the center. Because of that decline, it makes more 
e to consolidate the work done in Annapolis at the Navy's technical centers 

in Bethesda and Philadelphia, the document said. 

The Pentagon estimates that it will cost $ 25 million to close the center and 
transfer the remaining employees. The move would lead to an annual savings of $ 
14.5 million, amounting to a net savings of $ 175.1 million over 20 years, 
officials estimate. "It's a tough time, but it's really a good news story for 
the taxpayer at largeIt1 said Cmdr. Roger Walker, the offilzer in charge of the 
center. "The Navy has more infrastructure than it needs right now." 

But some employees say closing the center makes no sense because the research 
done there on the machinery of Navy ships is done nowhere else. And some of the 
equipment there is unique. 

For example, the center's Deep Ocean Pressure Simulation Facility, which can 
duplicate the pressure at a depth of 27,000 feet, is the only one of its kind. 
It is too expensive to move and will be abandoned if the center closes, 
officials said. 

"We're the only Navy machinery research and development operation in the 
country. Our work is not duplicated anywhere else," Mr. Shank said. "The money 
that we spend comes out of the requirements the Navy has to build ships." 

Members of Maryland's congressional delegation hope to avert the closing. 

his move to Philadelphia in my judgment does not make sense. It's really 
 counterproductive,^ said Democratic Sen. Paul S. Sarbanes, who was instrumental 
in persuading the commission to keep the center open two years ago. "I don't 
think they'll get savings and I think it will impact negatzively on their 
mission. 

Rep. Wayne T. Gilchrest, the Republican whose district includes the center, 
said he believes the delegation will be able to persuade the commission to keep 
it open. 

"If I really felt this place were unnecessary, or would be more effective 
elsewhere, I would step aside and let it go through," he said. "But I don't 
think it shows good judgment. . . . So we're going to stand up . . . and let 
those guys keep working." 
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HEADLINE: MD. LEADERS PLOTTING TO SAVE NAVAL CENTER 

BYLINE: By BRADLEY PENISTON Staff Writer 

BODY: 
Fifteen minutes of testimony this spring may decide the fate of the Naval 

Warfare Research Center outside Annapolis. 

That's how long its supporters will have before the independent Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission, which must decide whether to keep the 
center on the final list of closings due in July. 

"You really have to make the best case of your life," said Beverly Byron of 
Frederick, a former congressman and past chairman of the base commission. 

Mrs. Byron was part of a strategy session Friday in Washington, D.C., that 
included Sen. Paul S. Sarbanes, Sen. Barbara Mikulski, Rep. Steny Hoyer and 
others hoping to save the five Maryland bases on the Defense Department's 
prpliminary hit list. 

addition to the former David Taylor Research Center across the Severn 
River from the Naval Academy, the Pentagon wants to close the Naval Surface 
Warfare Center in White Oak, Fort Ritchie in Cascade, the Naval Medical Research 
Institute in Bethesda, and the Army Publications Distribution Center in Middle 
River. 

It also wants to shrink the 32-bed Kimbrough Army Community Hospital at Fort 
George G. Meade into a clinic. 

The closings would cost the state over 2,600 jobs, although some 1,000 new 
jobs would arrive as facilities in other states are eliminated and their 
personnel transferred to Maryland bases. 

Anne Arundel County could lose about 560 jobs at the research center and 
hospital, although about 15 research positions would be transferred to a 
Bethesda facility. 

Testimony before the commission's regional hearings is expected in April or 
May. No hearing site has been picked. 

For the Annapolis center, a retired research director may lea6 the charge. 

On Friday, Mr. Sarbanes, D-Md., praised former center employee Jim Corder's 
defense during the last base closure round. 
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In 1993, his impassioned speech persuaded the commission to drop the facility 
from the hit list. 

he base is essential to the current and future missions of the Navy," said 
order, who worked at the center for almost 30 years. 

The Annapolis resident retired three years ago as deputy director of 
machinery research and development. 

"In 1993, I testified that the Navy had misused or ignored its own guidelines 
in voting to cut the base. It irritated me as a taxpayer. It wasn't going to 
save any money." 

Mrs. Byron said that is the type of argument the base closing commission will 
be ready to hear. While potential savings, and economic and environmental 
impacts will be a consideration, military value will be paramount. 

In addition to the hearings, the Annapolis center and the other bases will 
each receive a visit from a member of the commission, dur ing which new 
information can be presented. 

Commu.nities can also place additional relevant documents into the 
commission's library in Rosslyn, Va. 

"We have no intention of being a rubber stamp for the Department of Defense," 
said Chu.ck Pizer, a spokesman for the commission. 

In July, the commission will send an amended list to President Clinton and 
ress, which must approve or reject the list in its entirety. 

n the two previous base closing rounds, the commission endorsed about 85 
percent of the Pentagon's cuts. Both times, its recommendations were passed by 
Congress. 

The best way to save a base from closing, of course, was to keep it off the 
Defense Department's list in the first place. 

"Up till now, it's been an internal military-politics game," said an a ide  to 
Ms. Mikulski, D-Md. 

Bases without friends in high places were more vulnerable, the aide said. 

Groups close to Indian Head Naval Ordnance Station and Patuxent River Naval 
Air Warfare Center hired professional lobbyists. They also had networks of 
civilians and retired military personnel who worked to protect them. 

The Annapolis research center didn't have a strong patron in the Navy, the 
aide said. 

LOAD-DATE-MDC: March 08, 1995 
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HEADLINE: Defenders of Md. bases get to fight on home turf 

BYLINE: Gilbert A. Lewthwaite, Washington Bureau of The Sun 

BODY: 
WASHINGTON - -  Defenders of five Maryland bases tagged by the Pentagon this 

year for closure have won a home-field advantage. An appeals hearing for all 
proposed closings in the mid-Atlantic region will be held in Baltimore on May 4. 

The Maryland congressional delegation pressed for the in-state location 
because hundreds of civilian jobs in the state are threatened by the Pentagon 
decision to put the five Maryland bases on this year's list of recommended 
closures. 

It is the first time that the independent Base Closure and Realignment 
commission has scheduled a regional hearing in Maryland. In previous rounds - -  
in 1988, 1991 and 1993 - -  it has held hearings in Washingzon and ~irginia. 

"1 think it serves our purposes to have it here," said Democratic Sen. Paul 
F 'arbanes of Maryland. "We don't have to travel out of state, and our people 

ot going to be inconvenienced. 

"The community groups have been energized, and they are hard at work. I have 
no basis to be optimistic or pessimistic. You do what you have to do here, which 
is mount as effective a presentation as you can to the co~nmission.~ 

The Maryland installations targeted are Fort Ritchie in Western Maryland; the 
Naval Surface Warfare Centers in Annapolis and White Oak; the Army Publications 
Distribution Center in Middle River; and the Naval Medical Research Institute in 
Bethesda. 

In a letter last week to Alan Dixon, a former senator f!rom Illinois who is 
chairman of the base closure commission, the congressional. delegation said the 
choice of Maryland as a regional hearing site would be appropriate, because +.he 
1995 closure list heavily affects the state. 

"1 think this shows a very positive mooa in the commission," said Democratic 
Sen. Barbara A. Mikulski of Maryland. "1 think it shows they regard the Maryland 
bases to be of significant importance. I think it shows they want to be fair." 

The commission has the power to endorse or alter the Pentagon's list. The 
hearing, one of 11 to be held around the nation, will give each affected 
community the chance to argue for keeping its local base open. 

In the three previous closure rounds, fewer than one in. five bases were 
c A. In those rounds, each affected community was given 15 minutes to make 
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its case to the commission for keeping its local base open. This year, each 
state will be given a block of time, based on the severity of the potential 
ir-3ct. 

v .  Parris N. Glendening has appointed former Rep. Beverly B. Byron to lead 
Maryland's campaign to save the five Maryland bases. 
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EEADLINE: OUR SAY LEGISLATORS MUST FIGHT NEW ATTEMPT TO SINK NAVAL RESEARCH 
CENTER 

BODY: 
PERHAPS THE Naval Surface Warfare Center in Annapolis one of the top 

federal employers in Anne Arundel County for many years is doomed. It is now 
on a government base-closing hit list for the third time in less than five 
years, which strongly suggests that someone powerful in the Pentagon's catacombs 
has drawn a bull's-eye over it and intends to keep firing until it goes down. 

But Maryland's congressional delegation certainly hasn't given up on the 
center nor should it. It's mobilizing for another fight as the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission goes through its rounds of visits and 
hearings. (The crucial final report goes to the president on July 1). 

Before we consent to the extinction of an 87-yearold i:?stitution that, 
despite recent personnel cutbacks, still brings a $ 33 million annual payroll 
into this area, we should at least hear a case for its elimination that makes 
some sense. Such a case wasn't made two years ago. It haslilt been forthcoming 

: time, either. 

wo years ago, the Defense Department plan was to eliminate 350 jobs at the 
center (200 workers shifted to Philadelphia and 50 to Betliesda, with about 100 
jobs phased out). A skeleton crew of 80 would have remained to operate equipmen-, 
for the use of Navy employees commuting from Philadelphia and elsewhere. 

Why move researchers 100 miles from equipment they need? The Defense 
Department never produced a sensible answer for that, and the congressional 
celegation was able to mount a strong case that the $ 7.8 million in projected 
savings would have been lost again through commuting costs and a decline in the 
quality of the facility's work. In the end, the commission voted unanimously 
against the plan. 

And yet here we are again, less thar! two years later, l.laxrlng the same 
argument. 

"It didn' t make sense to move it then, and it doesn't now, '' notes Sen. Faul 
S .  Sarbanes, D-Md., who is pledging that he and other 1e~i.slarcrs will "fight 
chis as hard as we can." 

The facility is on 65 acres on the north bank of the S~vern. Lt does 
research, development, testing and evaluation of new materiais and machinery for . - the Navy, some of it with underwater testing facilities a.irali&ble nowhere else. 
In 1993, in the midst of cutbacks, the research center won a record 26 patents a 
aood indication of the amount of creative thinking goins sn there. 
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The center's staff, we should note, is civilian, and many of the key 
personnel have been there a long time. These are not military personnel, used to 
p4-king up and moving on short notice. For many of them, the closing of the 

olis facility will be the end of their government careers. 

Of course, no military facility can be considered a permanent entitlement for 
a community. With the Defense Department facing a need to scale the U.S. 
military down to post-Cold War dimensions, some installations will have to go. 

But, on the other hand, a valuable research facility which produces work 
useful to the Navy and to civilians shouldn't be disassembled and scattered tot 
he four winds just because the Pentagon needs to cut something. There must be 
good reasons. So far, in the case of this facility, we don't have any. 

So it's up to the congressional delegation to convince the commission again. 
We wish it luck. 

LOAD-DATE-MDC: March 15, 1995 
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HEADLINE: Closing notice jolts Naval Surface Weapons Center 

BYLINE: John Rivera, Sun Staff Writer 

BODY : 
The scientists and engineers at the Naval Surface Weapons Center in Annapolis 

thought for sure they would be safe from an independent base-closing commission 
this year, especially since they had persuaded that panel to keep the center 
open only two years ago. 

But last week the Department of Defense again recommended closing the center 
across the Severn River from the Naval Academy, and employees are surprised and 
angered. 

"We kind of felt they looked at what we do, evaluated and decided, 'You have 
to stay open,' " said Sam Shank, a computer engineer who works with a 
sophisticated program that helps design and evaluate ships and their machinery 
systems. "The only thing that's changed in two years is our workload has 
increased." 

w y n e  Adamson, who heads a branch that designs equipment for making fresh 
water from seawater, called the move "partly a political decision." 

"1 kn.ow a lot of these things are supposed to be financially motivated," he 
said. "I think they were aiming to make sure the bullet hit us this time." 

Naticnwide, the Defense Department designated 146 military bases for closure 
or realianment. Five installations in Maryland were targeted. The 
recommen.dations will be reviewed by the Base Closure and Realignment Commission, 
which can delete or add bases to the list. The panel has until July 1 to send 
final recommendations to the president and Congress. 

This is the third time in four years the weapons center has been targeted in 
the closing and realignment process. The size of the center, which opened in 
1908, was reduced in 1991, but most of the employees affected are still there, 
waiting to be transferred to new facilities under construction in Bethesda. 

Employees and lawmakers beat back the threatened closure two years ago, only 
to learn Tuesday of new plans to close the center, most likely by 1998, unless 
they can persuade the commission otherwise. 

Of the 431 employees affected, about 138 would be laid off and the rest 
transferred, some to Bethesda, but most to Philadelphia, according to Jim Szott, 
a spokesman for the center's Annapolis Detachment. 
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Commission members figured that the overall reduction in the Navy's budget 
and troop strength would lead to a decline in the workload of its technical 
c 'ers over the next five years, according to a Pentagon document explaining 

VMf ationale for closing the center. Because of that decline, it makes more s e to consolidate the work done in Annapolis at the Navy's technical centers 
in Bethesda and Philadelphia, the document said. 

The Pentagon estimates that it will cost $ 25 million to close the center and 
transfer the remaining employees. The move would lead to an annual savings of $ 
14.5 million, amounting to a net savings of $ 175.1 million over 20 years, 
officials estimate. "It's a tough time, but it's really a good news story for 
the taxpayer at large," said Cmdr. Roger Walker, the officer in charge of the 
center. "The Navy has more infrastructure than it needs right now." 

But some employees say closing the center makes no sense because the research 
done there on the machinery of Navy ships is done nowhere else. And some of the 
equipment there is unique. 

For example, the center's Deep Ocean Pressure Simulation Facility, which can 
duplicate the pressure at a depth of 27,000 feet, is the only one of its kind. 
It is too expensive to move and will be abandoned if the center closes, 
officials said. 

"We're the only Navy machinery research and development operation in the 
country. Our work is not duplicated anywhere else," Mr. Shank said. "The money 
that we spend comes out of the requirements the Navy has to build ships." 

Members of Maryland's congressional delegation hope to avert the closing. 

his move to Philadelphia in my judgment does not make sense. It's really 
 counterproductive,^ said Democratic Sen. Paul S. Sarbanes, who was instrumental 
in pers;ading the commission to keep the center open two years ago. "I don't 
think they'll get savings and I think it will impact negatively on their 
mission. 

Rep. Wayne T. Gilchrest, the Republican whose district includes the center, 
said he believes the delegation will be able to persuade the commission to keep 
it open. 

"If I really felt this place were unnecessary, or would be more effective 
elsewhere, I would step aside and let it go through," he said. "But I don't 
think it shows good judgment. . . . So we're going to sta;nd up . . . and let 
those guys keep working." 
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HEADLINE: MD. LEADERS PLOTTING TO SAVE NAVAL CENTER 

BYLINE: By BRADLEY PENISTON Staff Writer 

BODY : 
Fifteen minutes of testimony this spring may decide the fate of the Naval 

Warfare Research Center outside Annapolis. 

That's how long its supporters will have before the independent Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission, which must decide whether to keep the 
center on the final list of closings due in July. 

"You really have to make the best case of your life," said Beverly Byron of 
Frederick, a former congressman and past chairman of the :base commission. 

Mrs. Byron was part of a strategy session Friday in Washington, D.C., that 
included Sen. Paul S. Sarbanes, Sen. Barbara Mikulski, Re:@. Steny Hoyer and 
others hoping to save the five Maryland bases on the Defe:nse Department's 
preliminary hit list. 

v addition to the former David Taylor Research Center across the Severn R 1  er f r ~ m  the Naval Academy, the Pentagon wants to close the Naval Surface 
Warfare Center in White Oak, Fort Ritchie in Cascade, the Naval Medical Research 
Institute in Bethesda, and the Army Publications Distribution Center in Middle 
River. 

It also wants to shrink the 32-bed Kirnbrough Army Community Hospital at Fort 
George G. Meade into a clinic. 

The closings would cost the state over 2,600 jobs, although some 1,000 new 
jobs would arrive as facilities in other states are e1imi:nated and their 
personnel transferred to Maryland bases. 

Anne Arundel County could lose about 560 jobs at the rssearch center and 
hospital, although about 15 research positions would be transferred to a 
Bethesda facility. 

Testimony before the commission's regional hearings is expected in April or 
May. No hearing site has been picked. 

For the Annapolis center, a retired research director may lead the charge. 

On Friday, Mr. Sarbanes, D-Md., praised former center employee Jim Corder's 
defense during the last base closure round. 
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In 1993, his impassioned speech persuaded the commission to drop the facility 
from the hit list. 

he base is essential to the current and future missions of the Navy," said 
order, who worked at the center for almost 30 years. 

The Annapolis resident retired three years ago as deputy director of 
machinery research and development. 

"In 1993, I testified that the Navy had misused or ignored its own guidelines 
in voting to cut the base. It irritated me as a taxpayer. It wasn't going to 
save any money." 

Mrs. Byron said that is the type of argument the base closing commission will 
be ready to hear. While potential savings, and economic and environmental 
impacts will be a consideration, military value will be paramount. 

In addition to the hearings, the Annapolis center and the other bases will 
each receive a visit from a member of the commission, dur ing which new 
information can be presented. 

Communities can also place additional relevant d0cumen.t~ into the 
commission~s library in Rosslyn, Va. 

"We have no intention of being a rubber stamp for the Department of Defense," 
said Chuck Pizer, a spokesman for the commission. 

In July, the commission will send an amended list to President Clinton and 
C .ress, which must approve or reject the list in its enzirety. 

q n  the two previous base closing rounds, the commission endorsed about 85 
percent of the Pentagon's cuts. Both times, its recommendi2tions were passed by 
Congress. 

The best way to save a base from closing, of course, was to keep it off the 
Defense Department's list in the first place. 

"Up till now, it's been an internal military-politics game," said an aide to 
Ms. Mikulski, D-Md. 

Bases without friends in high places were more vulnerable, the aide said. 

Groups close to Indian Hesd Naval Ordnance Station and Patuxent River Naval 
Air Warfare Center hired professional lobbyists. They also had networks of 
civilians and retired military personnel who worked to protect them. 

The Annapolis research center didn't have a strong patron in the Navy, the 
aide said. 
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HEADLINE: Defenders of Md. bases get to fight on home turf 

BYLINE: Gilbert A. Lewthwaite, Washington Bureau of The Sun 

BODY : 
WASHINGTON - -  Defenders of five Maryland bases tagged by the Pentagon this 

year for closure have won a home-field advantage. An appeals hearing for all 
proposed closings in the mid-Atlantic region will be held in Baltimore on May 4. 

The Maryland congressional delegation pressed for the in-state location 
because hundreds of civilian jobs in the state are threatened by the Pentagon 
decision to put the five ~ a r ~ l a n d  bases on this year's list of recommended- 
closures. 

It is the first time that the independent Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission has scheduled a regional hearing in Maryland. In previous rounds - -  
in 1988, 1991 and 1993 - -  it has held hearings in Washington and Virginia. 

I1I think it serves our purposes to have it here," said Democratic Sen. Paul 
S 'arbanes of Maryland. "we honlt have to travel out of state, and our people 

ot going to be inconvenienced. 

"The community groups have been energized, and they are hard at work. I have 
no basis to be optimistic or pessimistic. You do what you have to do here, which 
is mount as effective a presentation as you can to the commi~sion.~' 

The Maryland installations targeted are Fort Ritchie in Western Maryland; the 
Naval Surface Warfare Centers in Annapolis and White Oak; the Army Publications 
Distribution Center in Middle River; and the Naval Medical Research Institute in 
Bethesda. 

In a letter last week to Alan Dixon, a former senator from Illinois who is 
chairman of the base closure commission, the congressional delegation said the 
ckoice of Maryland as a regional hearing site would be appropriate, because the 
1995 closure list heavily affects the state. 

"I think this shows a very positive mood in the commi~sion,~ said Democratic 
Sen. Barbara A. Mikulski of Maryland. "I think it shows they regard the Maryland 
bases to be of significant importance. I think it shows they want to be fair." 

The commission has the power to endorse or alter the Pentagon's list. The 
hearing, one of 11 to be held arcund the nation, will give each affected 
community the chance to argue for keeping its local base open. 

In the three previous closure rounds, fewer than one in five bases were 
s 1. In those rounds, each affected community was gi.-en 15 minutes to make 
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its case to the commission for keeping its local base open. This year, each 
state will be given a block of time, based on the severity of the potential 
imnact . 

w v .  Parris N. Glendening has appointed former Rep. Beverly B. Byron to lead 
Maryland's campaign to save the five Maryland bases. 

LOAD-DATE-MDC: March 14, 1995 
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Copyright 1995 Capital-Gazette Communications, Inc. 
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Qw March 13, 1995, Monday 

SECTION: Editorial; Pg. A10 

LENGTH: 550 words 

HEADLINE: OUR SAY LEGISLATORS MUST FIGHT NEW ATTEMPT TO SINK NAVAL RESEARCH 
CENTER 

BODY: 
PERHAPS THE Naval Surface Warfare Center in Annapolis one of the top 

federal employers in Anne Arundel County for many years is doomed. It is now 
on a government base-closing hit list for the third time in less than five 
years, which strongly suggests that someone powerful in the Pentagon's catacombs 
has drawn a bull's-eye over it and intends to keep firing until it goes down. 

But Maryland's congressional delegation certainly hasn't given up on the 
center nor should it. It's mobilizing for another fight as the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission goes through its rounds of visits and 
hearings. (The crucial final report goes to the president on July 1). 

Before we consent to the extinction of an 87-yearold institution that, 
despite recent personnel cutbacks, still brings a $ 33 million annual payroll 
into this area, we should at least hear a case for its elimination that makes 
some sense. Such a case wasn't made two years ago. It hasn't been forthcoming 
t' - time, either. 
q w o  years ago, the Defense Department plan was to eliminate 350 jobs at the 
center (200 workers shifted to Philadelphia and 50 to Bethesda, with about 100 
jobs phased out). A skeleton crew of 80 would have remained to operate equipment 
for the use of Navy employees commuting from Philadelphia and elsewhere. 

Why move researchers 100 miles from equipment they need? The Defense 
Department never produced a sensible answer for that, and the congressional 
delegation was able to mount a strong case that the $ 7.8 million in projected 
savings would have been lost again through commuting costs and a decline in the 
quality of the facility's work. In the end, the commissior. voted unanimously 
against the plan. 

And yet here we are again, less than two years later, having the same 
argument. 

"It didn't make sense to move it then, and it doesn't n o w , "  notes Sen. Paul 
S .  Sarbaces, D-Md., who is pledging that he and other 1egisl;iors w;ll "fight 
this as hard as we can. 

The facility is on 65 acres on the north bank of the Severn. It does 
research, development, testing and evaluasion of new material2 and machinery for 
the Navy, some of it with underwater testing facilities available nowhere else. 
In 1993, in the midst of cutbacks, the research center won a record 26 patents a 
good indication of the amount of creative thinking going on tnere. 
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The center's staff, we should note, is civilian, and many of the key 
personnel have been there a long time. These are not military personnel, used to 
pinking up and moving on short notice. For many of them, the closing of the 

olis facility will be the end of their government careers. 

Of course, no military facility can be considered a permanent entitlement for 
a community. With the Defense Department facing a need to scale the U.S. 
military down to post-Cold War dimensions, some installat,ions will have to go. 

But, on the other hand, a valuable research facility which produces work 
useful to the Navy and to civilians shouldn't be disassembled and scattered tot 
he four winds just because the Pentagon needs to cut something. There must be 
good reasons. So far, in the case of this facility, we don't have any. 

So it's up to the congressional delegation to convince the commission again. 
We wish it luck. 

LOAD-DATE-MDC: March 15, 1995 



Key issues identified section 

The professional staff at the installation indicate that they are unlikely to move to 
Philadelphia. This, along with the difficulty of moving sensitive equipment could 
result in the substantial delay of ongoing projects. Soferal 111ajor projects, 
particularly the one to develop equipment to hatidle CFCs might be adversely 
impacted, This would jeopardize international treaties and could be es-tremelv 
expensive. In the case of other projects, there is the possibility that lead ships in 
some classes :night be built without the enhance systems being developed at 
Annapolis. Those systems might be later retrofitted at additional cost. 

It will. be difficult if not impossible to move soxne of the equipment at Annapolis. 
The Deep Ocean Vehicle Facility would simply be abandoned. This could result 
in costly testing at sea with less reliability. Coxlcern was also expressed over the 
magnetics, noise, and vibration at NSWC, particularly hecause of the industrial 
nature of the shipyard complex a11d proximity to the major interstate highway 
and airport. 

Costs for a tenant, the Joint Spectrum Center(JSC), a Defenst: I~lforrnation 
Systems Agency (DISA) activity could increase by approximately one million 
dollars if they had to move into commercial space. This cost was not considered. 
The Joint Spectrum Center supporting contractor, the Illinois Institute of 
Technology Research Institute, is currently paying 1.5 ndlion dollars per year to 
rent cormnerciaI space in Annapolis which is reimbursed by .fSC. There would 
be sufficient space (after the departure of Materials Departments Staff to 
Carderock, per BRAC '91) at NSWC to house all of the JSC staff including some 
currently in Washington, as ulell as XXTRI. Cost of renovating base facilities and 
adequacy of space at NSWC or JSC are being examined. 

Dean Shapiro of the Naval Academy pointed out that the loss of NSWC would 
result in greatly diminished opportunities for Naval Academy midshipmen, 
particularly engineering majors to gain exposure to practical engineering and 
R&D work. Faculty members would also lose oppox-tunities to get good summer 
projects. 
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BASE VISIT REPORT 

NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER, CARDEROCK DIVISION 
DETACHMENT ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 

MARCH 27,1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

Commissioner Rebecca Cox 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

None 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Mr. David Lyles 
Mr. Alex Yellin 
Mr. David Epstein 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

Senator Paul Sarbanes 
Senator Barbara Mikulski 
Representative Wayne Gilchrest 
Representative Steny Hoyer 
Governor Parris Glendening 
Rear Admiral David Sargeant, Jr. (USN) (Commander, Naval Surface Warfare Center); 
Captain James Baskerville (USN) (Commander, Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock 
Division); 
Commander Roger Walker (USN) (Officer-in-Charge, Naval Surface Warfase Center, Carderock 
Division, Annapolis Detachment); 
Colonel George "Ron" Flock (USAF), Commander, Joint Spectrum Center 
Mr. Larry Argiro (retired) - previous Director, Machinery R&D Directorate 
CAPT Robin Bosworth (Ret.) - prior Officer-in-Charge NSWC Annapolis 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: is to provide research, development, test and evaluation, fleet 
support, and in-service engineering for surface and undersea vehicle, hull, niechanical and 
electrical systems, and propulsors; provide logistics R&D; and provide support to the Maritime 
Administration and the maritime industry. Specific efforts supported include RDT&E, 
Acquisition, and In-Service Engineering of 

Surface, Undersea and USMC Vehicle Vulnerability and Survivability Systems 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Active and Passive Acoustic Signatures and Silencing 
Systems 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Non-Acoustic Signatures and Silencing Systems 



Surface and Undersea Vehicle Propulsion Machinery Systems and Components 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Auxiliary Machinery Systems and Components 

The Annapolis Detachment has some unique missions involving ship vulnerability and 
survivability, ship active and passive signatures, and surface and undersea vehicle hull 
machinery, propulsors and equipment. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: 

Close NSWC, Carderock Division, Detachment Annapolis, including the NIKE Site, 
Bayhead Road, Annapolis 

Transfer the fuel storagelrefueling sites and the water treatment facilitie:~ to Naval Station, 
Annapolis to support the U.S. Naval Academy and Navy housing 

Relocate appropriate functions, personnel, equipment and support to other technical 
activities, primarily NSWC, Carderock Division, Detachment, Philadelphia, PA; NSWC, 
Carderock Division, Carderock, MD; and Naval Research Laboratory, Washington, DC 

Joint Spectrum Center (DoD cross-service tenant) will be relocated with other components of 
the Center in the local area as appropriate. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION: 

Sharp declines in technical center workload through 2001 which leads to excess capacity in 
these activities. 

This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate closure/realignrnent or 
consolidation of activities wherever practicable. 

This action permits the elimination of the command and support structure of the closing 
activity resulting in improved efficiency, reduced costs, and reduced excess capacity. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 
Visit began with a 15 minute overview in the Melville Room of the Headquarters Building. 
Two hour tour of the base, including the Non-CFC Elimination lab, the Deep Ocean Vehicle 
Facility, the Propulsion Shaftline Facility, the Electrical Power Technotlogy laboratory, the 
Machinery Acoustic Silencing lab, the Fluid Dynamics facility, the Magnetics Field Lab, the 
Pulse Power Systems complex, and the Advanced Electrical Machinery facility. 
Mr. Tim Doyle lead a 25 minute wrap-up and answered questions. 
Colonel Flock, USAF described the mission and requirements of the Joint Spectrum Center, 
which was recently transferred fiom Air Force to Defense Information Systems Agency and 
described his interest in consolidating his personnel. 
Dean Shapiro of the United States Naval Academy discussed the benefits to the Academy its 
faculty and the Midshipmen who work on projects at NSWC Annapolis. 



KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED; 

Dean Shapiro of the Naval Academy pointed out that the loss of NSWC would result in 
greatly diminished opportunities for Naval Academy midshipmen, particularly engineering 
majors, to gain exposure to practical engineering and R&D work. Faculty members would 
also lose opportunities to get good summer projects. 
Several major projects, particularly the one to develop equipment to handle the replacement 
for CFCs might be adversely impacted. In the case of CFC replacemelit, international 
treaties would probably compel the Navy to avoid much if any delays, despite 
acknowledgment that the move might set the project back between one: and two years and 
possibly more if personnel losses were severe. In the case of other projects, there is the 
possibility that lead ships in some classes might be built without the enhanced systems being 
developed at Annapolis. Those systems might later be retrofitted at additional cost. 
The Joint Spectrum Center, a Defense Information Systems Agency (DtSA) activity, would 
be forced to move off base if NSWC closed. JSC could move to Fort hieade, to leased space 
in Annapolis, or elsewhere. If JSC leased space in the Annapolis area., the employees 
moving off the base would require a space which would lease for abour $1 million per year. 
In addition, the contractor supporting JSC (Illinois Institute of Technology Research 
Institute (IITRI) was paying $1.5 M per year in rent to house its employees and JSC 
reimbursed that cost. There was probably sufficient space (after the departure of Materials 
Department staff to Carderock, per BRAC 91) at NSWC to house all of the JSC staff, 
including some currently in Washington as well as IITRI. Costs of renovating base facilities 
and adequacy of space at NSWC for JSC are being examined. 
Concern was expressed over the magnetic, noise, and vibration at NS WC Philadelphia, 
particularly because of the industrial nature of the shipyard complex (shipyard has closed), 
and proximity to the major interstate highway and airport. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

Navy claims on savings were disputed. 
Programs will be disrupted. 
Key people will be lost and a winning team will be broken up. 
Synergy with Naval Academy will be lost. 
There will be no benefit from sale of or reuse of land, since NSWC is surrounded by Naval 
Station Annapolis. 
Philadelphia and Carderock do not have the magnetic, sound, and vibration free 
environments to conduct testing. 
Lives of employees will be disrupted. 
As the U.S. downsizes its military, it is even more important that high tech superiority be 
maintained. 



REOUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

Commissioner Cox requested that Mr. Epstein 
Investigate various aspects of the DoD claimed savings. 
Obtain information on the 78 major capabilities of the NSWC community, with particular 
emphasis on the statement that NSWC Annapolis has primary responsibility for 3 of the top 
10 items on that list. 
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BASE VISIT REPORT 

NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER, CARDEROCK DIVISIOlN DETACHMENT 
PHILADELPHIA, PA 

APRIL 6,1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

None 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

None 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Mr. David Epstein 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

Captain James Baskerville (USN) Commander, Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock 
Division; 
Dr. William Middleton, Assistant Director, Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division 
Captain Harry Rucker (USN) Commanding Officer, Naval Surface Warfxre Center, Carderock 
Division, Philadelphia Detachment 
Mr. Tim Doyle, Head Power Systems Department and BRAC Coordinator for Machinery R &D 
Group, Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division, Annapolis Detachment 

_BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: is engineering and testing of machinelry components, 
materials and systems that are in operation in the Navy fleet or under consideration by 
acquisition or life cycle managers to be placed in operation in the fleet. 

DOD RECOMMENDATIO - N : 

Not applicable; Command is a receiver. 

DOD JUST1 - FICATION: 

Not applicable; Command is a receiver 



MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

Visit began with a 15 minute overview in the Command Conference Room. Captain 
Baskerville introduced Captain Rucker, who explained the tentative reutilization plans and 
the impact of BRAC 9 1. 
The overview was followed by a two hour tour of the base, which included visits to buildings 
4,29,77H, 6 19, and 1000 which are envisioned as housing the 26 1 pel.sonne1 expected to 
move to Philadelphia fiom Annapolis. The Firehouse, which could accommodate some 
employees if additional employees were to be moved to Philadelphia (but which will not be 
needed if only 261 employees are moved) was not visited. 
The visit also included visits to major facilities of NSWC Philadelphia and to administrative 
office space, some of which would be available to Annapolis personnel when shipyard 
personnel depart. CAPT Rucker assured Mr. Epstein that there were 500 additional sets of 
modular furniture in a condition similar to that viewed during the tour of shipyard and 
NSWC spaces. The modular furniture viewed was in good, albeit not new condition. 

- KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED; 

NSWC Philadelphia would probably have to modify large high-ceiling bayed buildings to 
make them compatible with office space. 
Captain Baskerville acknowledged that the technology to ensure vibration and sound 
silencing did not exist in all cases, but stated that he was confident it could be made available 
at some price. 
The agreement with the city includes the understanding that no shipyarcl tenants would be 
permitted to do anything which interfered with the Navy. 
There was plenty of space for NSWC Annapolis employees and equipment. 
The deep depth pressure facility could be moved to Annapolis at some cost. Dr. Middleton 
and Captain Baskerville estimated that would cost about $15 million. They noted that it had 
been built in the Philadelphia area and was barged to Annapolis. It would have to be barged 
back to Philadelphia, including digging a trench so the barge could get to the test equipment 
facility. 
There was a significant effort to enhance the synergy consisting of joint programs, develop 
research projects with Philadelphia area colleges, including Villanova and Drexel, and to 
develop and support small technical companies which might support NSWC's work. 
The retention of physical and operational connectivity is essential to maintaining the 
systems focus. 
The cost of office space for NSWC Annapolis personnel at NSWC Philadelphia is not 
reflected in the COBRA. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

As U.S. downsizes its military, high tech superiority becomes crucial. 

REOUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

Not applicable -- not commissioner visit 
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BASE VISIT REPORT 

NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER (NSWC), CARDEROCK DIVISION, 
DETACHMENT ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 

19 MAY 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

Commissioner A1 Cornella 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

None 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Mr. David Epstein 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

CAPT James Baskerville (USN), Commander, NSWC, Carderock Division 
Dr. William Middleton, Chief of Staff, Carderock Division 
CDR Roger Walker (USN), Officer-in-Charge, NSWC, Carderock Division, Annapolis Det. 
COL George "Ron" Flock (USAF), Commander, Joint Spectrum Center 
Mr. Larry Argiro (retired) - previous Director, Machinery R&D Directorate 
Mr. James Corder (retired) - previous Deputy Director, Machinery R&D Directorate 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: is to provide research, development, test and evaluation, fleet 
support, and in-service engineering for surface and undersea vehicle, hull, mechanical and 
electrical systems, and propulsors; provide logistics R&D; and provide support to the Maritime 
Administration and the maritime industry. Specific efforts supported include RDT&E, 
Acquisition, and In-Service Engineering of 

Surface, Undersea and USMC Vehicle Vulnerability and Survivability Systems 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Active and Passive Acoustic Signatures and Silencing 
Systems 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Non-Acoustic Signatures and Silencing Systems 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Propulsion Machinery Systems and Conlponents 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Auxiliary Machinery Systems and Components 

The Annapolis Detachment has some unique missions involving ship vu1ne:rability and 
survivability, ship active and passive signatures, and surface and undersea vehicle hull 
machinery, propulsors and equipment. 



DOD RECOMMENDATION: 

Close NSWC, Carderock Division, Detachment Annapolis, including the NIKE Site, 
Bayhead Road, Annapolis 
Transfer the fuel storagelrefueling sites and the water treatment facilities to Naval Station, 
Annapolis to support the U.S. Naval Academy and Navy housing 

a Relocate appropriate functions, personnel, equipment and support to other technical 
activities, primarily NS WC, Carderock Division, Detachment, Philadelphia, PA; NS WC, 
Carderock Division, Carderock, MD; and Naval Research Laboratory, TNashington, DC 
Joint Spectrum Center (DoD cross-service tenant) will be relocated with other components of 
the Center in the local area as appropriate. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION: 

Sharp declines in technical center workload through 2001 which leads to excess capacity in 
these activities. 
This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate closure/realignrnent or 
consolidation of activities wherever practicable. 
This action permits the elimination of the command and support structure of the closing 
activity resulting in improved efficiency, reduced costs, and reduced excess capacity. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: - 

Visit began with a 30 minute overview in the Melville Room of the Headquarters Building. 
90 minute tour of the base including the Non-CFC Elimination lab, the Deep Ocean Vehicle 
Facility, the Propulsion Shaftline Facility, the Electrical Power Technollogy laboratory, the 
Machinery Acoustic Silencing lab, the Fluid Dynamics facility, the Magnetic Field Lab, the 
Pulse Power Systems complex, and the Advanced Electrical Machinery facility. 
Colonel Flock, USAF, described the mission and requirements of the Joint Spectrum Center, 
which was recently transferred from Air Force to Defense Information Systems Agency and 
his interest in consolidating his personnel 
Mr. Tim Doyle lead a 10 minute wrap-up and answered questions. 



KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED: - 

In addition to the issues identified during the visit by Commissioner Cox, the issues listed below 
were identified. A copy of the write-up of the visits by Commissioners Cox and Montoya were 
provided to Commissioner Cornella. 

It may be more difficult to hire top quality engineers in Philadelphia. In response to 
questions posed by Commissioner Cornella and Mr. Epstein, CAPT Baskerville and COL 
Flock acknowledged that their presence in the Annapolis area, with its high quality of life, 
facilitated personnel retention, even when higher paying jobs were offered. 
The sequence in which the Commissioners vote on NSWC Annapolis a id  White Oak could 
be important because if they close the first one, then when they vote on whichever of these is 
voted on last, the Commissioners will be told there is an additional cost of $15-$17 M cost 
associated with closing this last site. This sum represents the estimated cost of building a 
new electromagnetic free research facility at NSWC Carderock or some other location. 
The recommendation to close the deep pressure activity appears to have originated from the 
BSEC or BSAT. 
Despite earlier indications to the contrary, NSWC Philadelphia can accommodate the 
Annapolis facilities scheduled to be relocated while still keeping the facilities within an area 
which approximates that of a destroyer. 
The COBRA contains some standard moving costs, rather than the costs of moving 
equipment as specified in the NSWC data call. Related MILCON costs were also omitted 
from the COBRA. 
The COBRA does not reflect any costs for training, but this was consistent with Navy's 
general policy. 
In order to enable labs such as Annapolis and Carderock to remain viable in a time of 
decreasing budgets, the labs must be allowed to compete for some private sector work and to 
hire new engineers. 
The Deep Ocean Vehicle Facility could be moved, by barge, to NSWC l'hiladelphia for about 
$15 M. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

Navy claims on savings were disputed. 
Programs will be disrupted. 
Key people will be lost and a winning team will be broken up. 
Synergy with Naval Academy will be lost. 
There will be no benefit from sale of or reuse of land, since NSWC is surrounded by Naval 
Station Annapolis. 
Philadelphia and Carderock do not have the magnetic, sound, and vibration free 
environments to conduct testing. 
Lives of employees will be disrupted. 
As the U.S. downsizes its military, it is even more important that high tech superiority be 
maintained. 
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BASE VISIT REPORT 

NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER (NSWC), CARDEROCK DIVISION, 
DETACHMENT ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 

1 MAY 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

Commissioner Benjamin Montoya 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

None 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Mr. David Epstein 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

Senator Paul Sarbanes 
Dr. Ira Blatstein, Technical Director, Naval Surface Warfare Center 
Dean Shapiro, United States Naval Academy 
CAPT James Baskerville (USN), Commander, NSWC, Carderock Divisioil 
Dr. Richard Metrey, Director, Carderock Division 
Dr. William Middleton, Chief of Staff, Carderock Division 
CDR Roger Walker (USN), Officer-in-Charge, NSWC, Carderock Division, Annapolis Det. 
COL George "Ron" Flock (USAF), Commander, Joint Spectrum Center 
R4r. Larry Argiro (retired) - previous Director, Machinery R&D Directorate: 
R4r. James Corder (retired) - previous Deputy Director, Machinery R&D Directorate 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: is to provide research, development, test and evaluation, fleet 
support, and in-service engineering for surface and undersea vehicle, hull, mechanical and 
electrical systems, and propulsors; provide logistics R&D; and provide support to the Maritime 
Administration and the maritime industry. Specific efforts supported include RDT&E, 
Acquisition, and In-Service Engineering of 

Surface, Undersea and USMC Vehicle Vulnerability and Survivability Systems 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Active and Passive Acoustic Signatures and Silencing 
Systems 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Non-Acoustic Signatures and Silencing Systems 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Propulsion Machinery Systems and Corriponents 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Auxiliary Machinery Systems and Components 



The Annapolis Detachment has some unique missions involving ship vulnerability and 
survivability, ship active and passive signatures, and surface and undersea vehicle hull 
machinery, propulsors and equipment. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: 

Close NSWC, Carderock Division, Detachment Annapolis, including the NIKE Site, 
Bayhead Road, Annapolis 
Transfer the fuel storagelrefueling sites and the water treatment facilities to Naval Station, 
Annapolis to support the U.S. Naval Academy and Navy housing 
Relocate appropriate functions, personnel, equipment and support to oth~er technical 
activities, primarily NS WC, Carderock Division, Detachment, Philadelphia, PA; NSWC, 
Carderock Division, Carderock, MD; and Naval Research Laboratory, Washington, DC 
Joint Spectrum Center (DoD cross-service tenant) will be relocated with. other components of 
the Center in the local area as appropriate. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION: 

Sharp declines in technical center workload through 2001 which leads to excess capacity in 
these activities. 
This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate closure/realignment or 
consolidation of activities wherever practicable. 
This action permits the elimination of the command and support structure of the closing 
activity resulting in improved efficiency, reduced costs, and reduced excess capacity. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

Visit began with a 30 minute overview, during a working lunch, in the Melville Room of the 
Headquarters Building. 
90 minute tour of the base including the Non-CFC Elimination lab, the Deep Ocean Vehicle 
Facility, the Propulsion Shaftline Facility, the Electrical Power Technology laboratory, the 
Machinery Acoustic Silencing lab, the Fluid Dynamics facility, the Magnetic Field Lab, the 
Pulse Power Systems complex, and the Advanced Electrical Machinery facility. 
Dean Shapiro of the United States Naval Academy discussed the benefits to the Academy its 
faculty and the Midshipmen who work on projects at NSWC Annapolis. 
Colonel Flock, USAF, described the mission and requirements of the Joint Spectrum Center, 
which was recently transferred from Air Force to Defense Information Systems Agency and 
his interest in consolidating his personnel 
Mr. Tim Doyle lead a 10 minute wrap-up and answered questions. 



KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED: 

In addition to the issues identified during the visit by Commissioner Cox, the issues listed below 
were identified. A copy of the write-up of Commissioner Cox's visit was provided to 
Commissioner Montoya. 

It may be more difficult to hire top quality engineers in Philadelphia. In response to 
questions posed by Commissioner Montoya and Mr. Epstein, CAPT Baskerville and COL 
Flock acknowledged that their presence in the Annapolis area, with its high quality of life, 
facilitated personnel retention, even when higher paying jobs were offered. 
The sequence in which the Commissioners vote on NSWC Annapolis and White Oak could 
be important because if they close the first one, then when they vote on whichever of these is 
voted on last, the Commissioners will be told there is an additional cosi. of $1 5-$17 M cost 
associated with closing this last site. This sum represents the estimated cost of building a 
new electromagnetic free research facility at NSWC Carderock or some other location. 
The recommendation to close the deep pressure activity appears to have originated from the 
BSEC or BSAT. 
Despite earlier indications to the contrary, NSWC Philadelphia can accommodate the 
Annapolis facilities scheduled to be relocated while still keeping the facilities within an area 
which approximates that of a destroyer. 
The COBRA contains some standard moving costs, rather than the costs of moving 
equipment as specified in the NSWC data call. Related MILCON costs were also omitted 
from the COBRA. 
The COBRA does not reflect any costs for training, but this was consistent with Navy's 
general policy. 
In order to enable labs such as Annapolis and Carderock to remain viable in a time of 
decreasing budgets, the labs must be allowed to compete for some private sector work and to 
hire new engineers. 
The Deep Ocean Vehicle Facility could be moved, by barge, to NSWC Philadelphia for about 
$15 M. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

Navy claims on savings were disputed. 
Programs will be disrupted. 
Key people will be lost and a winning team will be broken up. 
Synergy with Naval Academy will be lost. 
There will be no benefit from sale of or reuse of land, since NSWC is surrounded by Naval 
Station Annapolis. 
Philadelphia and Carderock do not have the magnetic, sound, and vibration free 
environments to conduct testing. 
Lives of employees will be disrupted. 
As the U.S. downsizes its military, it is even more important that high tech superiority be 
maintained. 



REOUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

Commissioner Montoya requested that NSWC Carderock division provide details regarding the 
loss of the Deep Pressure Tank and the Fluid Dynamics Facility. He expressed interest in the 
cost and the impact on the programs that would have used those facilities if'they were available. 



Document Separator 



BASE VISIT REPORT 

NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER (NSWC), CARDEROCK DIVISION, 
DETACHMENT ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 

27 MARCH 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

Commissioner Rebecca Cox 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

None 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Mr. David Lyles 
Mr. Alex Yellin 
R4r. David Epstein 

LIST OF ATTENDEB: 

Senator Paul Sarbanes 
Senator Barbara Mikulski 
Representative Wayne Gilchrest 
Representative Steny Hoyer 
Governor Parris Glendening 
Rear Admiral David Sargeant, Jr. (USN) (Commander, NS WC); 
Captain James Baskerville (USN) (Commander, NSWC, Carderock Division) 
Commander Roger Walker (USN) (Officer-in-Charge, NSWC, Carderock Division, Annapolis 
Detachment) 
Colonel George "Ron" Flock (USAF), Commander, Joint Spectrum Center 
Mr. Larry Argiro (retired) - previous Director, Machinery R&D Directorate 
CAPT Robin Bosworth (Ret.) - prior Officer-in-Charge NSWC Annapolis 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: is to provide research, development, test and evaluation, fleet - 
support, and in-service engineering for surface and undersea vehicle, hull, inechanical and 
electrical systems, and propulsors; provide logistics R&D; and provide support to the Maritime 
Administration and the maritime industry. Specific efforts supported include RDT&E, 
Acquisition, and In-Service Engineering of 



Surface, Undersea and USMC Vehicle Vulnerability and Survivability Systems 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Active and Passive Acoustic Signatures and Silencing 
Systems 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Non-Acoustic Signatures and Silencing Systems 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Propulsion Machinery Systems and Connponents 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Auxiliary Machinery Systems and Comlsonents 

The Annapolis Detachment has some unique missions involving ship vulnerability and 
survivability, ship active and passive signatures, and surface and undersea vehicle hull 
machinery, propulsors and equipment. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: 

Close NSWC, Carderock Division, Detachment Annapolis, including the NIKE Site, 
Bayhead Road, Annapolis 
Transfer the fuel storagehefueling sites and the water treatment facilities to Naval Station, 
Annapolis to support the U.S. Naval Academy and Navy housing 
Relocate appropriate functions, personnel, equipment and support to other technical 
activities, primarily NSWC, Carderock Division, Detachment, Philadelphia, PA; NSWC, 
Carderock Division, Carderock, MD; and Naval Research Laboratory, lNashington, DC 
Joint Spectrum Center (DoD cross-service tenant) will be relocated with other components of 
the Center in the local area as appropriate. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION: - 

Sharp declines in technical center workload through 2001 which leads tlo excess capacity in 
these activities. 
This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate closure/realignrnent or 
consolidation of activities wherever practicable. 
This action permits the elimination of the command and support structure of the closing 
activity resulting in improved efficiency, reduced costs, and reduced excess capacity. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

Visit began with a 15 minute overview in the Melville Room of the Headquarters Building. 
Two hour tour of the base, including the Non-CFC Elimination lab, the Deep Ocean Vehicle 
Facility, the Propulsion Shaftline Facility, the Electrical Power Technology laboratory, the 
Machinery Acoustic Silencing lab, the Fluid Dynamics facility, the Magnetic Field Lab, the 
Pulse Power Systems complex, and the Advanced Electrical Machinery facility. 
Dean Shapiro of the United States Naval Academy discussed the benefits to the Academy its 
faculty and the Midshipmen who work on projects at NSWC Annapolis. 
Colonel Flock, USAF, described the mission and requirements of the Joint Spectrum Center, 
which was recently transferred from Air Force to Defense Information Systems Agency and 
his interest in consolidating his personnel 
Mr. Tim Doyle lead a 25 minute wrap-up and answered questions. 



KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED: 

The professional staff at the installation indicated that they are unlikely to move to 
Philadelphia. This, along with the difficulty of moving sensitive equipment, could result in 
the substantial delay of ongoing projects. Several major projects, particularly the one to 
develop equipment to handle CFCs might be adversely impacted. This would jeopardize 
international treaties and could be extremely expensive. In the case of other projects, there is 
the possibility that lead ships in some classes might be built without the enhanced systems 
being developed at Annapolis. Those systems might be later retrofitted at additional cost. 
It will be difficult if not impossible to move some of the equipment at Pmapolis. The Deep 
Ocean Vehicle Facility would simply be abandoned. This could result in costly testing at sea 
with less reliability. Concern was also expressed over the magnetic, noise, and vibration at 
NSWC Philadelphia, particularly because of the industrial nature of the shipyard complex 
and proximity to the major interstate highway and airport. 
Costs for a tenant, the Joint Spectrum Center (JSC), a Defense Information Systems Agency 
(DISA) activity could increase by one million dollars per year if they ha.ve to move into 
commercial space. These costs were not considered. The JSC supporti~lg contractor, the 
Illinois Institute of Technology Research Institute, is currently paying $1.5 M per year to rent 
commercial space in Annapolis which is reimbursed by JSC. There would be sufficient 
space (after the departure of Materials Department Staff to Carderock, per BRAC '91) at 
NSWC to house all of the JSC staff including some currently in Washington, as well as 
IITRI. Cost of renovating base facilities and adequacy of space at NSWC Annapolis for JSC 
are being examined. If Annapolis were to close, JSC could move to Fort Meade, to leased 
space in Annapolis, or elsewhere. 
Dean Shapiro of the Naval Academy pointed out that the loss of NSWC would result in 
greatly diminished opportunities for Naval Academy midshipmen, particularly engineering 
majors, to gain exposure to practical engineering and R&D work. Faculty members would 
also lose opportunities to get good summer projects. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

Navy claims on savings were disputed. 
Programs will be disrupted. 
Key people will be lost and a winning team will be broken up. 
Synergy with Naval Academy will be lost. 
There will be no benefit from sale of or reuse of land, since NSWC is surrounded by Naval 
Station Annapolis. 
Philadelphia and Carderock do not have the magnetic, sound, and vibration free 
environments to conduct testing. 
Lives of employees will be disrupted. 
As the U.S. downsizes its military, it is even more important that high tech superiority be 
maintained. 



REOUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

Commissioner Cox requested that Mr. Epstein 
Investigate various aspects of the DoD claimed savings. 
Obtain information on the 78 major capabilities of the NSWC community, with particular 
emphasis on the statement that NSWC Annapolis has primary responsibility for 3 of the top 
10 items on that list. 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT C0M:MISSION 

SUMMARY SHEET 

NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER, CARDEROCK, 
ANNAPOLIS DETACHMENT 

ANNAPOLIS. MD 

INSTALLATION MISSION is generally stated as to provide research, development, test and 
evaluation, fleet support, and in-service engineering for surface and undersea vehicle, hull, 
mechanical and electrical systems, and propulsors; provide logistics R&D; and provide support 
to the Maritime Administration and the maritime industry. Some specific efforts supported 
include RDT&E, Acquisition, and In-Service Engineering of 

Surface, Undersea and USMC Vehicle Vulnerability and Survivability Systems 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Active and Passive Acoustic Signatures and Silencing 
Systems 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Non-Acoustic Signatures and Silencing Systems 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Propulsion Machinery Systems and Coniponents 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Auxiliary Machinery Systems and Components 

The Annapolis Detachment has some unique missions involving ship vulnerability and 
survivability, ship active and passive signatures, and surface and undersea vehicle hull 
machinery, propulsors and equipment. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION 

Close NSWC, Carderock Division, Detachment Annapolis, including the NIKE Site, 
Bayhead Road, Annapolis 

Transfer the fuel storagelrefueling sites and the water treatment facilities to Naval Station, 
Annapolis to support the U.S. Naval Academy and Navy housing 
a Relocate appropriate functions, personnel, equipment and support to other technical 
a.ctivities, primarily NSWC, Carderock Division, Detachment, Philadelphia, PA; NS WC, 
Carderock Division, Carderock, MD; and Naval Research Laboratory, Washington, DC 

Joint Spectrum Center (DoD cross-service tenant) will be relocated with other components of 
the Center in the local area as appropriate. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION 

Sharp declines in technical center workload through 2001 which leads lto excess capacity in 
these activities. 

This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate clo:;ure/realignment or 
consolidation of activities wherever practicable. 
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This action permits the elimination of the command and support structure of the closing 
activity resulting in improved efficiency, reduced costs, and reduced excess capacity. 

COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DOD 

One-Time Cost: $ 25.0 million 
Net Costs and Savings During Implementation: $ 36.7 million (savings) 
Annual Recurring Savings: $ 14.5 million 
Break-Even Year: 1 year 
Net Present Value Over 20 Years: $ 175.1 million 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF THIS RECOMMENDATION (EXCLUDES 
CONTRACTORS) 

Military Civilian Students 

Baseline 2 418 - 

Reductions 
Realignments 
Total 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF ALL RECOMMENDATIONS AFFECTING THIS 
INSTALLATION (INCLUDES ON-BASE CONTRACTORS AND STUDENTS) 

Out In Net (Loss) 
Military Civilian Military Civilian Military Civilian 

2 520 - 2 520 - 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

NSWC Philadelphia is in a non-attainment area for CO. 
NSWC Carderock and NRL are currently in moderate non-attainment fc)r CO and attainment 
for PM- 1 0. 
In the case of each receiving site, a conformity determination may be required to assess the 
impact of this action. 
No endangered species or biological habitat issues 
No wetlands on the base 
Historic preservation concerns apply 
NSWC Annapolis is in severe ozone non-attainment area 
There are asbestos problems of unknown magnitude on base 
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REPRESENTATION 

Governor: Parris Glendening 
Senators: Paul Sarbanes 

Barbara Mikulski 
Representative: Wayne Gilchrest 

ECONOMIC IMPACT 

Potential Employment Loss: 15 12 jobs (522 direct and 990 indirect) 
Annapolis, MD MSA Job Base: 2,434,000 jobs 
Percentage: .1 percent decrease 
Cumulative Economic Impact (year-year): 0.0 percent decrease 

MILITARY ISSUES 

NSWC Philadelphia does not have facilities in any form for "Deep Ocean Machinery 
Simulation, Magnetic Fields, Submarine Fluid Dynamics, Electric Power, Electric 
Propulsion, and Machinery Acoustic Silencing." 
This is the only location in the Western Hemisphere with the capability to evaluate and 
qualifl vehicles, deep ocean machinery, large size composite structures, and fiber optic cable 
designs for both the Navy and commercial applications at deep ocean pressures. 
NSWC closure would result in the loss of key technical personnel and the Navy's laboratory 
capability to specify and validate cooling equipment which is responsive to the accelerated 
worldwide CFC production ban. Beginning in 1996. the Mavu will be using a strategic 
stockpile of CFC, which will be depleted rapidly if ships cooling system developments 
permitting non-CFC refrigerants are delayed. Navy could be fined $25,000 per day if the 
CFC replacement project is not completed on schedule. No other DoD or private sector 
facility has the capability to conduct this work. 
No other activity currently provides certain support for shipboard auxiliary machinery 
systems and "there is no single source that can provide the auxiliary machinery 
systems/components integration expertise and the critical facilities ... for 2 1 st century ships 
and submarines." 
"The Annapolis Site is the international leader in Machinery Silencing 'Technology. There is 
no other assembly of experienced technical experts and facilities capable of developing 
assessing the quietness of full-scale machinery at system operating conditions." 
The Magnetic Fields Laboratory in Annapolis is "the only facility in the U.S. that can " 
support degaussing coil design and calibration procedures and the "loss of the Annapolis site 
would result in the severe degradation of the Navy's capability and corporate memory in 
submarine electromagnetic silencing and surface ship EM signature exploratory 
development." 
The United Kingdom intends to use the facility at Annapolis. 
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Annapolis has the capability to test manned vehicles under certified "man safe" conditions, 
without which at-sea testing would have to be conducted, with the inherent risks to human 
life due to potential failures. However, a manned vehicle was last tested in 1983. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNShSSUES 

Employees (particularly engineers) will be unable to obtain jobs in Annapolis if they choose 
not to move. 
COBRA assumptions regarding moving and availability of other Government jobs are 
unrealistic. 
There is sufficient space to enable tenant to move the remainder of its personnel on the 
compound and thus save several million dollars a year in rent. 
COBRA data reflects NSWC as it is today, not as dictated by BRAC 91. This makes the 
recurring savings appear much larger than it really its. 
COBRA data does not reflect the annual rent which would be incurred ($1 millionlyear) if 
current tenant were forced to move into leased spaces. 
Some of savings are really excess people which will be "allocated fromi excess capacity at 
receiving sites." 
Compound is surrounded by Naval Station Annapolis and can't be used unless base is 
reconfigured. 
U.S. will suffer major loss of capability which will take years to replace. 

David Epstein/N:ivy/08/09/95 2:32 PM 
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ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

How often must these items be reused? Are people going to routinely come to Annapolis to 
use the equipment and will there be people left in Annapolis to maintain the equipment? 
Are the jobs to be eliminated overhead or is this an effort to reduce productive WYs? 
Is it worthwhile to reduce WYs and keep base open -- what is the overhead cost? 
Did Navy pick up the costs (overhead) which had been borne by the NSWC? 
Was the impact on jobs based on the impact on Annapolis or Baltimore? 
Did the cost of relocating the Electromagnetic Compatibility Analysis Center get included in 
the COBRA? 
Why is the recommendation not to move Joint Spectrum Center to DOT) facility or to facility 
with synergy 
What are the costs, if any, associated with the loss of key personnel and the training 
requirements assoc and other aspects and impacts on their projects? 
Are there any pieces of equipment which must be left in Annapolis and reused? 
Why is the recommendation not to move Joint Spectrum Center to Doll facility or to facility 
with synergy 
When will Navy have environmental conformity determinations completed? 
Why did Annapolis get credit for being a host? Is that an advantage or a disadvantage? 
Could obtain additional space by kicking out their tenant!! Did Annapolis spare space 
reflect post BRAC-91 office space availability? 
Does the closing of NSWC Annapolis affect the overhead of the Naval Station -- are these 
additional costs included in the COBRA? 
Are the increased costs of putting the tenant(E1ectromagnetic Compatibility Analysis Center) 
off-base reflected in the COBRA? 
For each weapon system, explain what is happening to the program; among other aspects of 
the program's future, where is continued RDT&E, if any, going to be conducted 
Why did the Navy not close Philadelphia which has lower military value and has a similar 
mission (but without the tremendous testing capability)? 
Why does Housing data call show only 18% of housing units occupied s/b 50% 
Total contract WY is 101.6, include ruction 17.0, facilities support 30.0, miss supp 54.6 
Explain anticipated funding for FY 88 and beyond, adjusting for workload already slated to 
leave Annapolis 
What are the reuse plans for the facility? 
CDNSWC-A is surrounded by Naval Station Annapolis 
Will the Navy certifl that this land will not be transferred to any organization except through 
sale at open-market free market prices 
Were the costs of services provided to non-tenants included in the COEiRA? 
The violent and property crime rates in the spreadsheet do not correctly reflect the certified 
data 
Annapolis data doesn't include Naval Academy MWR, BOQ, etc. 
Explain points on cost (increasing, then decreasing) 
Data call 33 acreage p 19 appears inconsistent w/ prior page 
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COBRA Standards questionable, especially moving costs, % employees getting jobs, % 
moving to keep jobs 
Navy estimates of MILCON in Carderock seem strange -- one building is under $100 sqft, 
which seems very low; another building is $800 per square foot, which seems high 
What people (skills/divisions) are moving to Philadelphia and Bethescla. What jobs are 
being eliminated? 
How, if at all, do you account for cost of lost expertise? 
BOS cost FY96 are $6K non-DBOF and $3.7M RPMA and other BOS of $12.9M and $3.0 
depreciation 
Examine BOS and RPMA costs -- $2.744 M for RPMA and $5.233 for BOS ?? 
Look at BOS and RPMA reductions in Annapolis and gains in Philadelphia ; losses should 
be based on Naval Station and NSWC combined ; also be careful that costs and reductions 
are based on post-BRAC-9 1 ! ! ! ! ! 
Note that if Annapolis were kept open (once White Oak is closed) could save $15-$20 M by 
keeping Annapolis open 
What is cost of moving Sea Survival/ Life Saving Systems to Philadelphia? 
What is meant on page 1-3R by replication of or replication and integration -- enclosure (1) 
in data call? Are there additional costs? 
Other losses cited on p 1 -4R 
What are costs of mothballing the Deep Ocean Vehicle Simulation Facility? 
Did they include cost of non-technical impacts? 
What happened to one-time unique costs to Philadelphia on enclosure I-7R $24.4 to Phila 
and $5M to White Oak 
Enclosure (2) 2-8R and 2-9R appear to show only 3 civilians going to Carderock-- COBRA 
shows 20 (this should be corrected to include White Oak) 
Are COBRA assumptions for number of people making move realistic? 

pp2-7R 4 25 29 5 ists, engineers, and technicians 
pp2-10R 10 98 108 104 
p2-12R 63 2 5 88 82 
p2-14R 6 4 1 47 5 3 
p2-21R 22 0 22 16 
Explain what the above means in terms of WY of scientists etc (1 07, 1138,294, 260) 
What is support provided by Annapolis Naval Station or Contact and what is cost p 2-32R 
What happened to one-time unique costs on p2-33R of $25.8M ?? 
What happened to one-time uniques cost #8-#11 on p 2-3SR, tolaling $1.25M 
R&D program for CFC if slowed could result in fines of up to $25 K per day. Program for 
CFC- 12 refrigeration plants scheduled for completion in FY95 and for CFC-114 in 2002. 
"Terminating the R&D program in 1998 will compromise the CFC- 1 14  onve version 
schedule." 
One-time costs $56.5M don't match COBRA (2-42R) 
Miscellaneous recurring costs of $586 K don't match COBRA 2-42R 
Recurring cost of $380K p 3-4R 
p 3-2R refurbish PNSY building to be used by NSWC? 
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3-12R shows $1 M in MILCON, but cobra said $8 M -- what gives 
Why does ECAC need 36,000 sqft for 134 people -- that's 270 sqft per person, a lot 
Why not move ECAC into NSWC, including its contractor? 
$1 M recurring cost in 3-19R for ECAC rent -- where is this in COBWR? -- this is for 134 
Joint Spectrum Center people in Annapolis with contractors. 134 people at 150 sqft at $16 is 
much less. Why is this so high? Why not move ECAC and contractors back into Annapolis 
and maintain equipment?? 
What happened to one-time costs p2-25R for moving equipment $1.7 hll 
p 2-29R Mothballing costs and lease space appear to have been omitted ($255K and $1 M 
Page after 2-29R is partially illegible. Explain entire contents. Also, what $2.973 M for 
depreciation of capital equipment and if treated as a savings or cost, why?? 
Is Navy using square footage of entire facility or on portion after BRAC 91 
What is left that's to be mothballed and used by visitors? 
As noted in DAD 04 follow-up by Don DeYoung, "future certifiability of the Annapolis 
facility must be maintained." "There are no other equivalent facilities in the western world 
that have the capability to evaluate and qualify vehicles, deep ocean machinery, large size 
composite structures, and fiber optic cable designs for both the Navy an.d commercial 
applications at deep ocean pressures." 
Per page 11-26, the number of contract Workyears should be 101, not 102. This is a mistake 
in the DoD report. How does this affect the COBRA, if at all? (DJD -06) 
U.K. has advised the US Navy that it "mothballed its facility and was planning to use 
Annapolis. 11-29'' 
Loss of facilities was reported as unacceptable several times in 11- 25 through 11-30 
How did BSAT and the COBRA cost out the cost of construction a new potable water 
treatment facility? 
What costs are associated with closing the fuel storage and refueling site for the YPC and 
where is that cost reflected?? 
Do the price changes below include differences in price of &el and are there any or is the 
amount of fuel negligible? 
11-34 and 11-35 discuss difficulty in replacing magnetic fields laboratory. Cost of doing 
electromagnetic at any site other than Annapolis is $20 M - where is this in the COBRA 
Does it make sense to do electro magnetic in Annapolis if White Oak is closed? 
Did Philadelphia correctly get points for piers and mobilization respons:ibilities or was this 
pre- continued shutdown? 
Part of savings may be excess people at Philadelphia being claimed as excess at Annapolis 
What are facilities like in Philadelphia -- need visit?? 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

SUMMARY SHEET 

NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER. CARDEROCK DIVISIO- 
ANNAPOLIS. MARYLAND 

INSTALLATION MISSION 

Provide research, development, test and evaluation, fleet support, and in-service engineering for 
surface and undersea vehicle, hull, mechanical and electrical systems, and propulsors; provide 
logistics R&D; and provide support to the Maritime Administration and the maritime industry. 
Some specific efforts supported include RDT&E, Acquisition, and In-Service Engineering of 

Surface, Undersea and USMC Vehicle Vulnerability and Survivability Systems. 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Active and Passive Acoustic Signatures (and Silencing 
Systems. 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Non-Acoustic Signatures and Silencing Systems. 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Propulsion Machinery Systems and Conlponents. 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Auxiliary Machinery Systems and Components. 

The Annapolis Detachment has some unique missions involving ship vulnerability and 
survivability, ship active and passive signatures, and surface and undersea vehicle hull 
machinery, propulsors and equipment. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION 

Close NS WC, Carderock Division, Detachment Annapolis, including the NIKE Site, 
Bayhead Road, Annapolis. 
Transfer the fuel storagelreheling sites and the water treatment facilities to Naval Station, 
Annapolis to support the U.S. Naval Academy and Navy housing. 
Relocate appropriate functions, personnel, equipment and support to other technical 
activities, primarily NSWC, Carderock Division, Detachment, Philadelphia, PA; NSWC, 
Carderock Division, Carderock, MD; and Naval Research Laboratory, Washington, DC. 
Joint Spectrum Center (DoD cross-service tenant) will be relocated with other components 
of the Center in the local area as appropriate. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION 

Sharp declines in technical center workload through 2001 which leads to excess capacity in 
these activities. 
This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate closure/realignment or 
consolidation of activities wherever practicable. 
This action permits the elimination of the command and support structure of the closing 
activity resulting in improved efficiency, reduced costs, and reduced excess capacity. 

TP,IUOD) '111 wd 
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COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DOD 

One-Time Cost: $ 25.0 million 
Net Savings During Implementation: $ 36.7 million 
Annual Recurring Savings: $ 14.5million 
Break-Even Year: 1 year 
Net Present Value Over 20 Years: $ 1 75.1 million 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF THIS RECOMMENDATION (EXCLUDES 
CONTRACTORS) 

Military Civilian Studen.& 
Baseline 2 41 8 0 

Reductions 1 138 0 
Realignments 1 280 0 
Total 2 418 0 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF ALL RECOMMENDATIONS AFFECTING THIS 
INSTALLATION (INCLUDES ON-BASE CONTRACTORS AND STUDENTS) 

Out In Net (Loss) 
Military Civilian Military Civilian Military Civilian 

2 520 0 0 (2) (520) 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

NSWC Philadelphia is in a non-attainment area for CO. 
NSWC Carderock and NRL are currently in moderate non-attainment fix CO and attainment 
for PM-10. 
In the case of each receiving site, a conformity determination may be required to assess the 
impact of this action. 
No endangered species or biological habitat issues. 
No wetlands on the base. 
Historic preservation concerns apply. 
NSWC Annapolis is in severe ozone non-attainment area. 
There are asbestos problems of unknown magnitude on base. 

REPRESENTATION 

Governor: Parris Glendening 
Senators: Paul Sarbanes 

Barbara Mikulski 
Representative: Wayne Gilchrest 
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ECONOMIC IMPACT 

Potential Employment Loss: 15 12 jobs (522 direct andl 990 indirect) 
Annapolis, MD MSA Job Base: 2,434,000 jobs 
Percentage: .1 percent decrease 
Cumulative Economic Impact (year-year): 0.0 percent decrease 

MILITARY ISSUES 

NSWC Philadelphia does not have facilities in any form for "Deep Ocelan Machinery 
Simulation, Magnetic Fields, Submarine Fluid Dynamics, Electric Power, Electric 
Propulsion, and Machinery Acoustic Silencing." 
This is the only location in the Western Hemisphere with the capability to evaluate and 
qualify vehicles, deep ocean machinery, large size composite structures, and fiber optic cable 
designs for both the Navy and commercial applications at deep ocean pressures. 
NSWC closure would result in the loss of key technical personnel and the Navy's laboratory 
capability to specify and validate cooling equipment which is responsive to the accelerated 
worldwide CFC production ban. Beginning in 1996, the Navy will be using a strategic 
stockpile of CFC, which will be depleted rapidly if ships cooling systern developments 
permitting non-CFC refrigerants are delayed. Navy could be fined $25.,000 per day if the 
CFC replacement project is not completed on schedule. No other DoD or private sector 
facility has the capability to conduct this work. 
No other activity currently provides certain support for shipboard auxiliary machinery 
systems and "there is no single source that can provide the auxiliary machinery 
systemslcomponents integration expertise and the critical facilities . . . for 2 1 st century ships 
and submarines." 
"The Annapolis Site is the international leader in Machinery Silencing 'Technology. There is 
no other assembly of experienced technical experts and facilities capable of developing 
assessing the quietness of full-scale machinery at system operating contlitions." 
The Magnetic Fields Laboratory in Annapolis is "the only facility in the U.S. that can" 
support degaussing coil design and calibration procedures and the "loss of the Annapolis site 
would result in the severe degradation of the Navy's capability and corporate memory in 
submarine electromagnetic silencing and surface ship EM signature exploratory 
development." 
The United Kingdom has closed its facility and intends to use the facility at Annapolis. 
Annapolis has the capability to test manned vehicles under certified "man safe" conditions, 
without which at-sea testing would have to be conducted, with the inherent risks to human 
life due to potential failures. However, a manned vehicle was last tested in 1983. 
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COMMUNITY CONCERNS/ISSUES 

Employees (particularly engineers) will be unable to obtain jobs in Anrlapolis if they choose 
not to move. 
COBRA assumptions regarding moving and availability of other Govel-nment jobs are 
unrealistic. 
There is sufficient space to enable tenant to move the remainder of its personnel on the 
compound and thus save several million dollars a year in rent. 
COBRA data reflects NSWC as it is today, not as dictated by BRAC 91 . This makes the 
recurring savings appear much larger than it really is. 
COBRA data does not reflect the annual rent which would be incurred I:$ 1 milliodyear) if 
current tenant were forced to move into leased spaces. 
Some of the savings are really excess people which will be "allocated fiom excess capacity at 
receiving sites." 
Compound is surrounded by Naval Station Annapolis and can not be used unless base is 
r e c ~ ~ g u r e d .  
U.S. will suffer major loss of capability which will take years to replace:. 

ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

NSWC Annapolis had a higher military value than NSWC Philadelphia and the margin 
would have been even greater had not Philadelphia gotten higher scores for quality of life, 
which is primarily oriented towards military personnel (Annapolis has clne or two). 
BRAC-93 voted NOT against a DOD proposal which would have had Pmapolis staffed 
primarily by an equipment maintenance detachment. Most personnel w~ould move to 
Philadelphia and Carderock and would come to use the equipment on an as-needed basis. 
Costs associated with the DOD tenant at NSWC Annapolis may not have been properly 
accounted for. 
If NSWC is to be closed, why is the recommendation not to move it to 1)oD owned space 
which offers a synergy with the Joint Spectrum Center? 
When will Navy have environmental conformity determinations completed? 
Was everything possible done to maximize sharing of overhead between the Naval Station 
and the NSWC? 
What are the reuse plans for the facility? 
COBRA Standards are questionable, especially moving costs, % employees getting jobs, % 
moving to keep jobs. 
DOD for Base Operating Support Costs and Real Property Maintenance are suspect. 
Note that if Annapolis were kept open (once White Oak is closed) $15-Q;20 M could be 
saved by keeping Annapolis open. 

David EpsteinINavy/08/09/95 2:32 PM 
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1. Does BSAT use cost to train new employees? 
2. Quality of life issues 
3. What is increased cost of Base Operating Support if JSC moves onto base? 
4. Why attempt to treat NSWC as a base -- it should be a tenant!! 
5. BSAT said Navy R&D has to fall sharply. What action has the Navy t;&en to kill program 

offices in Crystal City? If nothing, what is the plan? 
6. Since stated purpose of labs closing is to ensure that hardware systems commands have 

nowhere to spend money, will they then just turn to contractors? 
7. Training Air Station deliberations decided that maintenance would only count about 4% of 

military value since most maintenance was contractor operatdd. Same logical argument 
carries over to military value pportion for quality of life at technical centers 

8. BSEC for Technical Centers decided that Readiness was twice as important as facilities!! 
9. Important decision at Sep 6 BSEC deliberations made weapons most iniportant 
10. BSEC decided Q of Life consistenta acrosss various categories, including Tech Centers at 

Sep 6 meeting 
1 1. Oct 4 meeting documents Sep 22 meeting between Dalton and Deutch, in which former 

acknowledgeds excess capacity sit11 existed in a variety of areas 
12. Annapolis was compsared with by BSEC Port Hueneme, Louisville, Csuderock; Philadelphia 

was compared with Bayview, Yorktown, Sullivan, and NSWC HQ 
13. BSEC tole BSAT to hgive credit to activities who rely on a host activity for ohousing. 

Tenants shold cget credit for the host's quarters -- I think should have also examined Naval 
Academy in casre of Annapolis 

14. See Tab 38 1211 2/94 para 10 for discussiion of COBRA -- only considering ALT- 1 ; four 
functions lost, seven moved; not to include JSC rent; BSEC approved EISAT exclusion of 
approximatley $30M in one-time unique moving costs for the seven facilities relocatied in 
ALT-1; BSEC said not to include contract termination costs; BSEC directed that plant 
account for fuel station and watrer treatmeent be changed to Naval Station Annapolis 

15. Only will consider scenario ALTl 
16. 

NSWC NSWC 
ANNAPOLIS PHILADEL- 

PHIA 

BSAT/BSEC SCORES 
Deduct all Quality of Life 
Points 
Score without Q of Life 
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INSTALLATION REVIEW 

NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER - CARDEROCK: DIVISION, 
ANNAPOLIS DETACHMENT, ANNAPOLIS, M:D 

Host: Naval Surface Warfare Center - Carderock, Detachment Arlnapolis 

Major Tenant: Joint Spectrum Center; performs highly classified work; reports to Defense 
Information Systems Agency; 134 employees work on NS\VC compound. 

Location: Across Severn River from Naval Academy; 1 mile from downtown Annapolis 
Surrounded by Naval Station Annapolis on land side and by Severn River. 

Key Facilities: 
Non-CFC Elimination 
Deep Ocean Vehicle Facility 
Propulsion Shaftline Facility 
Machinery Acoustic Silencing 
Submarine Fluid Dynamics 
Magnetic Fields Laboratory 
Advanced Electrical Machinery 

Manpower: 
19 civilian personnel and one officer are due to relocate to NSWC Carderock at Carderock, 
MD and 26 1 civilian personnel are to relocate to Philadelphia. 
138 civilian personnel and one officer will become excess. 

Crucial issues and questions which should be discussed: 

I .  Relative to each major system on the basis. 
Where else can testing be done if we close NSWC-Annapolis? 
What is impact if we close down and then attempt to reopen - will equipment be damaged? 
Are the project managers you support on this suite of equipment comfortable with Navy 
decision to close NSWC and eliminate opportunity to do testing here? 

2.  Besides the Navy, are there any US or foreign organizations who test or expect to test at 
NS WC Annapolis? Any private companies? 



3. What has been happening to your workload over the past few years? Do you currently 
have enough work for your people? Do you expect to have enough in the ~hture? 

4. I'm concerned about various aspects of the cost analysis: 
Are the jobs to be eliminated really excess at Annapolis or does the excess exist elsewhere? 
Has Annapolis's overhead been reduced or is it scheduled to be reduced in conjunction with 
BRAC-9 1 adjustments? 
Explain the relationship and plans for your tenant, the Joint Spectrum Center. How much 
would be spent on rent if the JSC moved off the compound? Is there room for more JSC 
personnel to move onto the compound? How much money would that save? 
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Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division, Annapolis Detachment 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community expressed concern over the Navy's cost analysis of the proposed 
move. Examples of their concerns included mistakes (acknowledged by the Navy) in documenting 
real property maintenance and Base Operating Support costs; in estimating; costs of moving facilities 
to Philadelphia; in reflecting the cost of functions which must continue to be performed; in 
estimating costs of moving or maintaining a DoD tenant of NSWC in a di.fferent location; in 
recognizing costs associated with the loss of skilled staff. 

The Navy proposed the elimination of two major systems which, according to the 
Community, would result in extensive live testing at greatly increased costs. The community 
pointed out that there were no other facilities in the Western hemisphere on which such testing could 
be conducted. Without these two facilities, some testing could not even be undertaken because it 
would be too dangerous in a live environment. They pointed out that, in addition to the inability to 
c,onduct certain types of testing, other vital projects would be delayed, perh.aps to unacceptable 
levels. The community pointed out that due to project delays associated w:ith the move, several vital 
systems might not be available for installation on the lead ships in their respective classes. More 
serious was a potential delay in the CFC replacement program. This progrim was necessitated by an 
international treaty signed by the United States which agreed to the elimination of CFCs by 1998. 
The community stated and Navy officials confirmed that the move might jeopardize timely 
completion of the project, which could result in fines of $25 K per day and or affect ship movements. 

The community reminded us, as noted in the official briefings, that NSWC Annapolis is 
surrounded by water and Naval Station Annapolis. This meant many overhead costs would remain 
and that reuse of the land was highly problematic. 

The community pointed out the significant differences between the employee populations at 
the two commands. They stressed the large differences in terms of research work being done, 
patents received, educational levels achieved. They suggested the number of positions which Navy 
said could be eliminated was questionable and that the COBRA scenario stilted personnel conducting 
CFC work would not be moved to Philadelphia. 

The Dean of the Naval Academy came to NSWC to explain the value to USNA of the 
proximity of the Laboratory. He explained how faculty members were able to pursue projects during 
the academic year, and during the summer as an income supplement. He pointed out that 
Midshipman studying engineering obtained exposure to real-life problems, and that several of those 
top-performers were able to spend a semester pursuing independent engineering projects. 



Cost of moving (equipment and personnel) was substantially understated 
Cost of five personnel responsible for operating fuel and water treatment plants was omitted 
Cost of staff supporting CFC facility was omitted 
Military value of Annapolis was understated 
Interruption to CFC program 
Impact of loss of Deep Pressure Tank 
Impact of loss of Fluid Dynamics Facility 
BSAT did not properly input RPMA and BOS costs 
Moving Joint Spectrum Center off base causes DoD to spend more money on rent than BSAT 
assumptions would indicate 
Moving Joint Spectrum Center's contractor, which employs about 600 employees and currently 
occupies leased space in Annapolis, onto the base costs far less money than is currently paid for 
rent and related costs 
Closing NSWC Annapolis does not result in the closure of any facilities, because NSWC 
Annapolis is surrounded by Naval Station Annapolis 
Large numbers of engineers will not move to Philadelphia 
Move to Philadelphia will result in the need to provide substantial training for NSWC 
Philadelphia employees (existing employees and new hires); this costs money for training and 
makes the employees unavailable for normal workload 
NSWC Philadelphia's employees are generally less well educated than are those of NSWC 
Annapolis 
Synergy with the Naval Academy will be lost -- synergy benefits Navy, Naval Academy, and 
NSWC 
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Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division, Annapolis Detachment 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community expressed concern and believe the Navy underestimated costs related 
to base overhead, facility moving, alternative testing procedures, tenant relocation and loss of skilled 
staff. The community believes that the proposal would eliminate two major test facilities and would 
require the substitution of extensive live testing at greatly increased costs or risk to personnel. They 
pointed out that other vital projects would be delayed, perhaps unacceptably. An example the 
community identified, is a delay in testing systems which may not be available for installation on the 
lead ships in their respective classes. More serious was a potential delay in the chlorofluorocarbon 
(CFC) replacement program. The Clean Air Act and an international treaty, the Montreal Protocol, 
halt all U. S. production of CFCs and production of products used by the Navy has already ceased.. 
The community also noted that NSWC Annapolis is surrounded by Naval Station Annapolis, which 
is not closing, and water. Thus overhead costs would remain and reuse of the land would be highly 
problematic. 

The community expressed concerns about the movement of much olf their R&D mission to 
NS WC Philadelphia which has in-service engineering, not research, as its primary function. They 
pointed out significant differences between research experience and educational levels of the 
employee populations at the two commands. They suggested that the number of positions the Navy 
said could be eliminated was questionable and that the scenario eliminated, instead of relocating, 
some critical personnel, such as those conducting CFC work. 



Document Separator 



DRAFT 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

SUMMARY SHEET 

NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER. CARDEROCK DIVISION DETACHMENT 
ANNAPOLIS. MARYLAND 

INSTALLATION MISSION 

Provide research, development, test and evaluation, fleet support, and in-service engineering for 
surface and undersea vehicle, hull, mechanical and electrical systems, and propulsors; provide 
logistics R&D; and provide support to the Maritime Administration and tlle maritime industry. 
Some specific efforts supported include RDT&E, Acquisition, and In-Service Engineering of 

Surface, Undersea and USMC Vehicle Vulnerability and Survivability Systems. 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Active and Passive Acoustic Signature:; and Silencing 
Systems. 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Non-Acoustic Signatures and Silencing Systems. 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Propulsion Machinery Systems and Components. 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Auxiliary Machinery Systems and Components. 

The Annapolis Detachment has some -bnique missions involving ship vulnerability and 
survivability, ship active and passive signatures, and surface and undersea vehicle hull 
machinery, propulsors and equipment. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION 

Close NSWC, Carderock Division, Detachment Annapolis, including the NIKE Site, 
Bayhead Road, Annapolis. 
Transfer the fuel storage/refieling sites and the water treatment facilities to Naval Station, 
Annapolis to support the U.S. Naval Academy and Navy housing. 
Relocate appropriate functions, personnel, equipment and support to other tech~lical 
activities, primarily NS WC, Carderock Division, Detachment, Philadelphia, PA; NS WC, 
Carderock Division, Carderock, MD; and Naval Research Laboratorj, Was'-pington, DC. 
Joint Spectrum Center (DoD cross-service tenant) will be relocated with other c o m p ~ ~ ~ e n t s  
of the Center in the local area as appropriate. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION 

Sharp declines in technical center workload through 2001 which leads to excess capacity in 
these activities. 
This excess and the imba! nce in fort,. and resource levels dictate closure/realignment or 
consolidation of activities wherever practicable. 
This action permits the elimination of the command and support structure of the clo~ing 

,! activity resulting in improved efficiency, reduced costs, and reduced excess capaciry. 
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COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DOD 

One-Time Cost: $ 25.0 million 
Net Savings During Implementation: $ 36.7 million 
Annual Recurring Savings: $ 14.5 million 
Break-Even Year: 1 year 
Net Present Value Over 20 Years: $ 1 75.1 million 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF THIS RECOMMENDATION (EXCLUDES 
CONTRACTORS) 

Baseline 

Reductions 
Realignments 
Total 

Military Civilian Students 
2 418 0 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF ALL RECOMMENDATIONS AFFECTING THIS 
INSTALLATION (INCLUDES ON-BASE CONTRACTORS AND S'TUDENTS) 

3%. Out In Net (Loss) 

-- 7 - Military Civilian Military Civilian Military Civilian 
2 520 0 0 (2) (520) 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

NSWC Philadelphia is in a non-attainment area for CO. 
NSWC Carderock and NRL are currently in moderate non-attainment for CO and attainment 
for PM- 10. 
In the case of each receiving site, a conformity determination may be required to assess the 
impact of this action. 
No endangered species or biological habitat issues. 
No wetlands on the bas,-. 
Historic preservation concerns apply. 
NSWC Annapolis is in severe ozone non-attainment area. 
There are asbestos problems of unknown magnitude on base. 

REPRESENTATION 

Governor: Parris Glendening 
Senators: Paul Sarbanes 

i Barbara Mikulski 
Representative: Wayne Gilchrest 
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ECONOMIC IMPACT 

Potential Employment Loss: 15 12 jobs (522 direct anti 990 indirect) 
Annapolis, MD MSA Job Base: 2,434,000 jobs 
Percentage: .1 percent decrease 

a Cumulative Economic Impact (year-year): 0.0 percent decrease 

MILITARY ISSUES 

a NSWC Philadelphia does not have facilities in any form for "Deep Ocean Machinery 
Simulation, Magnetic Fields, Submarine Fluid Dynamics, Electric Power, Elect1 ic 
Propulsion, and Machinery Acoustic Silencing." 

a This is the only location in the Western Hemisphere with the capability to evaluatc and 
qualify vehicles, deep ocean machinery, large size composite structures, and fiber o ~ t i c  cable 
designs for both the Navy and commercial applications at deep ocean pressures. 
NSWC closure would result in the loss of key technical personnel and the Navy's laboratory 
capability to specify and validate cooling equipment which is responsive to the acce1era:ed 
worldwide CFC production ban. Beginning in 1995, the Navy will be using a strllegic 
stockpile of CFC, which will be depleted rapidly if ships cooling system developments 
permitting non-CFC refrigerants are delayed. Navy could be fined $25,000 per day if the 
CFC replacement project is not completed on schedule. No other DOE) or private sector 

\ facility has the capability to conduct this work. 
..- x*.. No other activity currently provides certain support for shipboard auxiliary machinery 

systems and "there is no single source that can provide the auxiliary machinery 
systems/components integration expertise and the critical facilities ... for 21st century ships 
and submarines." 
"The Annapolis Site is the international leader in Machinery Silencing Technology. There is 
no other assembly of experienced technical experts and facilities capable of developing 
assessing the quietness of full-scale machinery at system operating conditions." 
The Magnetic Fields Laboratory in Annapolis is "the only facility in the U.S. that can" 
support degaussing coil design and calibration procedures and the "loss of the Anna?olis site 
would result in the severe degradation of the Navy's capability and coi-porate memory in 
submarine electromagnetic silencing and surface ship EM signature exploratory 
development." 
The United Kingdom has closed its facility and intends to use the facility at Annapolis. 
Annapolis has the capability to test manned vehicles under certified "man safe" conditions, 
without which at-sea testing would have to be conducted, with the inherent risks to hvman 
life due to potential failures. However, a manned vehicle was last tested in 1983. 
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COMMUNITY CONCERNSflSSUES 

Employees (particularly engineers) will be unable to obtain jobs in Annapolis if they choose 
not to move. 
COBRA assumptions regarding moving and availability of other Governnlent jobs are 
unrealistic. 
There is sufficient space to enable tenant to move the remainder of its personnel on the 
compound and thus save several million dollars a year in rent. 
COBRA data reflects NSWC as it is today, not as dictated by BRAC 91. This makes the 
recurring savings appear much larger than it really is. 
COBRA data does not reflect the annual rent which wolild be incurred ($1 million/year) if 
current tenant were forced to move into leased spaces. 
Some of the savings are really excess people which will be "allocated from excess capacity at 
receiving sites." 
Compound is surrounded by Naval Station Annapolis and can not be used unless base is 
reconfigured. 
U.S. will suffer major loss of capability which will take years to replace. 

ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

NSWC Annapolis had a higher military value than NSWC Philadelph.ia and the margin 
would have been even greater had not Philadelphia gotten higher scores for quality of life, 
which is primarily oriented towards military personnel (Annapolis ha:; one or two). 
BRAC-93 voted NOT against a DOD proposal which would have had Annapolis staffed 
primarily by an equipment maintenance detachment. Most personnel would move to 
Philadelphia and Carderock and would come to use the equipment on an as-needed basis. 
Costs associated with the DOD tenant at NSWC Annapolis may not have been properly 
accounted for. 
If NSWC is to be closed, why is the recommendation not to move it to DoD owned space 
which offers a synergy with the Joint Spectrum Center? 
When will Navy have environmental conformity determinations comy;leted? 
Was everything possible done to maximize sharing of overhead between the Naval Station 
and the NSWC? 
What are the reuse plans for the facility? 
COBRA Standards are questionable, especially moving costs, % employees getting jobs, % 
moving to keep jobs. 
DOD for Base Operating Support Costs and Real Property Maintenance are suspect. 
Note that if Annapolis were kept open (once White Oak is closed) $1 .S-$20 M could be 
saved by keeping Annapolis open. 

David EpsteinDJavy/04/25/95 9: 1 1 AM 
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1995 DoD Recommendations and Justificationis 

I Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division Detachment, 
Annapolis, Maryland 

Recommendation: Close the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Ilivision Detachment, 
i9nnapolis, Maryland, including the NIKE Site, Bayhead Road, Annapolis, except transfer the 
fuel storagelrefueling sites and the water treatment facilities to Naval Station, Annapolis to 
support the U.S. Naval Academy and Navy housing. Relocate appropriate functions, personnel, 
equipment and support to other technical activities, primarily Naval Surface Warfare Center, 
Carderock Division Detachment, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; Naval Surface Weapons Center, 
Carderock Division, Carderock, Maryland; and the Naval Research Laboratory, Washington, 
D.C. The Joint Spectrum Center, a DoD cross-service tenant, will be relocated with other 
components of the Center in the local area as appropriate. 

,Tustification: There is an overall reduction in operational forces and a sh.~rp decline c.f the 
Department of the Navy budget through 200 1. Specific reductions for technical centers are 
difficult to determine because these activities are supported through customer orders. However, 
the level of forces and the budget are reliable indicators of sharp declines in technical center 
workload through 2001, which leads to a recognition of excess capacity in these actil~ities. This 
excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate closure/realignrnent or 
consolidation of activities wherever practicable. The total closure of this technical center reduces 
overall excess capacity in this category of installations, as well as excess capacity specific to this 

- particular installation. It results in synergistic efficiencies by eliminating a majcr site and 
collocating technical personnel at the two primary remaining sites involved in huil. machincry, 
and equipment associated with naval vessels. It allows the movement of work to o~her N~ i ' y ,  
DoD, academic and private industry facilities, and the excessing of some facilities not in 
continuous use. It also collocates RDT&E efforts with the In-Service Engineering work and 
facilities, to incorporate lessons learned from fleet operations and to increase the technical 
response pool to solve immediate problems. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this recommendation is 
$25 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings of 
$36.7 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $14.5 million with s return on 
investment expected in one year. The net present value of the costs and savings o\ . 2 0  years i s  
a savings of $175.1 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this 
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reductZ~n of 1,5 12 jobs (522 direct jobs 
and 990 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period in tht b::ltimore, Maryland PM.;A ecc,nomic 
area, which is 0.1 percent of economic area employment. The cum-r!ative e.:.x~omic imp~ct  of all 
BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 
1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum potential decrease equal to less than u. 1 percent 
of employment in the economic area. 



1995 DoD Recommendations and Justificatior~s 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known commcmity infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impact: The closure of NSWC Annapolis does not involve the transfer 
of any industrial-type activities. NSWC Carderock and NRL are currently in moderate non- 
attainment for carbon monoxide and attainment for PM-10; however, the movenlent of personnel 
into those areas will not adversely impact the environment in those areas. NSWC Philadelphia is 
in a non-attainment area for carbon monoxide. In the case of each receiving site, a conformity 
determination may be required to assess the impact of this action. At all receiving sites, the 
utility infrastructure is adequate to handle the additional personnel. Also. there is no adverse 
impact on threatenedlendangered species, sensitive habitats and wetlands, cultural/historical 
resources as a result of this recommendation. 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER (NSWC), CARDER.OCK DIVISION, 
DETACHMENT ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 

27 MARCH 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

Commissioner Rebecca Cox 

ACCORIPANYTNG COMMISSIONER: 

None 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Mr. David Lyles 
Mr. Alex Yellin 
Mr. David Epstein 

fl - LIST OF ATTENDEES: 
& ,  ? 

* Senator Paul Sarbanes 
Senator Barbara Mikulski 
Representative Wayne Gilchrest 
Representative Steny Hoyer 
Governor Parris Glendening 
Rear Admiral David Sargeant, Jr. (USN) (Commander, NSWC); 
Captain James Baskerville (USN) (Commander, NSWC, Carderock Division) 
Commander Roger Walker (USN) (Officer-in-Charge, NSWC, Carderock Division, Annapolis 
Detachment) 
Colonel George "Ron" Flock (USAF), Commander, Joint Spectrum Center 
Mr. Larry Argiro (retired) - previous Director, Machinery R&D Directorate 
CAPT Robin Bosworth (Ret.) - prior Officer-in-Charge NSWC Annapolis 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: is to provide research, development, test and evaluation, fleet 
support, and in-service engineering for surface and undersea vehicle, hull., mechanical and 
electrical systems, and propulsors; provide logistics R&D; and provide silpport to the Maritime 
Administration and the maritime industry. Specific efforts supported include RDT&E, 
Acquisition, and In-Service Engineering of 



Surface, Undersea and USMC Vehicle Vulnerability and Survivability Systems 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Active and Passive Acoustic Signatures and Silencing 
Systems 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Non-Acoustic Signatures and Silenci~lg Systems 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Propulsion Machinery Systems and Clomponents 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Auxiliary Machinery Systems and Cclmponents 

The Annapolis Detachment has some unique missions involving ship vulnerability and 
survivability, ship active and passive signatures, and surface and undersea vehicle hull 
machinery, propulsors and equipment. 

POD RECOMMENDATION: 

Close NSWC, Carderock Division, Detachment Annapolis, including the NIKE Site, 
Bayhead Road, Annapolis 
Transfer the fuel storagelrefueling sites and the water treatment facilities to Naval Station, 
Annapolis to support the U.S. Naval Academy and Navy housing 
Relocate appropriate functions, personnel, equipment and support to other technical 
activities, primarily NSWC, Carderock Division, Detachment, Philadelphia, PA; NSWC, 
Carderock Division, Carderock, MD; and Naval Research Laboratory, Washington, DC 
Joint Spectrum Center @OD cross-service tenant) will be relocated with other components of 
the Center in the local area as appropriate. 

DOD JTJSTIFICATION: 

Sharp declines in technical center workload through 200 1 which 1ead.s to excess capacity in 
these activities. 
This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate closure/realignment or 
consolidation of activities wherever practicable. 
This action permits the elimination of the command and support structure of the closing 
activity resulting in improved efficiency, reduced costs, and reduced excess capacity. 

MAIN FACI1,tTIES REVIEWED: 
Visit began with a 15 minute overview in the Melville Room of the I-leadquarters Building. 
Two hour tour of the base, including the Non-CFC Elimination lab, the Deep Ocem Vehicle 
Facility, the Propulsion Shaftline Facility, the Electrical Power Technology laboratory, the 
Machinery Acoustic Silencing lab, the Fluid Dynamics facility, the Magnetic Field Lab, the 
Pulse Power Systems complex, and the Advanced Electrical Machinery facility. 
Dean Shapi-o of the United States Naval Academy discussed the benefits to the Academy its 
faculty and the Midshipmen who work on projects at NSWC Annapolis. 
Colonel Floe!-., USAF, described the mission and requirements of the Joint Spectrum Center, 
which was r~cently transferred from Air Force to Defense Infomatio~l Systems Agency and 
his interest in consolidating his personnel 

j Mr. Tim Doyle lead a 25 minute wrap-up and answered questions. 



Y I S S U E  IDENTIFIED: 

The professional staff at the installation indicated that they are unlih ely to move to 
Philadelphia. This, along with the difficulty of moving sensitive equipment, could result in 
the substantial delay of ongoing projects. Several major projects, particularly the one to 
develop equipment to handle CFCs might be adversely impacted. This would jeop. rdize 
international treaties and could be extremely expensive. In the case of other projects, there is 
the possibility that lead ships in some classes might be built without the enhanced systems 
being developed at Annapolis. Those systems might be later retrofitted at additional cost. 
It will be difficult if not impossible to move some of the equipment at Annapolis. The Deep 
Ocean Vehicle Facility would simply be abandoned. This could result in costly testing at sea 
with less reliability. Concern was also expressed over the magnetic, noise, and vibration at 
NSWC Philadelphia, particularly because of the industrial nature of the shipyard complex 
and proximity to the major interszate highway and airport. 
Costs for a tenant, the Joint Spectrum Center (JSC), a Defense Infonnation Systems Agency 
(DISA) activity could increase by one million dollars per year if they have to move into 
commercial space. These costs were not considered. The JSC supporting contractor, the 
Illinois Institute of Technology Research Institute, is currently paying $1.5 M per year to rent 
commercial space in Annapolis which is reimbursed by JSC. There vvould be sufficient 
space (after the departure of Materials Department Staff to CarderocE:, per BRAC ' 9  1) at 
NSWC to house all of the JSC staff including some currently in Washington, as well as 
IITRI. Cost of renovating base facilities and adequacy of space at NS WC Annapolis for JSC 

3, 
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are being examined. If Annapolis were to close, JSC could move to Fort Meade, to leased 

W'. 

space in Annapolis, or elsewhere. 
Dean Shapiro of the Naval Academy pointed out that the loss of NSPK would result in 
greatly diminished opportunities for Naval Academy midshipmen, particularly engineering 
majors, to gain exposure to practical engineering and R&D work. Facxlty members would 
also lose opportunities to get good summer projects. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

Navy claims on savings were disputed. 
Programs will be disrupted. 
Key people will be lost and a winning team will be broken up. 
Synergy with Naval Academy will be lost. 
There will be no benefit from sale of or reuse of land, since NSWC is surrounded by Naval 
Station Annapolis. 
Philadelphia and Carderock do not have the magnetic, sound, and vibration free 
environments to conduct testing. 
Lives of employees will be disrupted. 
As the U.S. downsizes its military, it is even more important that high tech superiority be 
maintained. 



REOUESTS FOR STAFF AS A m U L T  OF VISIT: 

Commissioner Cox requested that Mr. Epstein 
Investigate various aspects of the DoD claimed savings. 
Obtain information on the 78 major capabilities of the NSUrC community, with particular 
emphasis on the statement that NS WC Annapolis has primary respor~sibility for 3 of the top 
10 items on that list. 



BASE VISIT REPORT 

NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER (NSWC), CARDEROCK DIVISION, 
DETACHMENT ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 

1 MAY 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

Commissioner Benjamin Montoya 

,4CCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

None 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Mr. David Epstein 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

Senator Paul Sarbanes 
Dr. Ira Blatstein, Technical Director, Naval Surface Warfare Center 

,.+* Dean Shapiro, United States Naval Academy 
CAPT James Baskerville (USN), Commander, NSWC, Carderock Division 
Dr. Richard Metrey, Director, Carderock Division 
Dr. William Middleton, Chief of Staff, Carderock Division 
CDR Roger Walker (USN), Officer-in-Charge, NSWC, Carderock Division, Annapolis Det. 
COL George "Ron" Flock (USAF), Commander, Joint Spectrum Center 
Mr. Larry Argiro (retired) - previous Director, Machinery R&D Directoratz 
Mr. James Corder (retired) - previous Deputy Director, Machinery R&D Directorate 

RASE'S PRESENT MISSION: is to provide research, development, test and evaluation, fleet 
support, and in-service engineering for surface and undersea vehicle, hull, mechanical aE 3 
electrical systems, and propulsors; provide logistics R&D; and pro- ide support to the Maritime 
Administration and the maritime industry. Specific efforts supported include RDT&E, 
Acquisition, and In-Service Engineering of 

Surface, Undersea and USMC Vehicle Vulnerability and Survivability Systems 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Active and Passive Acoustic Signatures and Silencing 
Systems 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Non-Acoustic Signatures and Si1encil.g Systems 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Propulsion Machinery Systems and Conlponents 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Auxiliary Machinery Systems and Components i 



The Annapolis Detachment has some unique missions involving ship vulnerability and 
survivability, ship active and passive signatures, and surface and undersea vehicle hull 
machinery, propulsors and equipment. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: 

Close NSWC, Carderock Division, Detachment Annapolis, including the NIKE Site, 
Bayhead Road, Annapolis 
Transfer the fuel storagelrefueling sites and the water treatment facilities to Naval Station, 
Annapolis to support the U.S. Naval Academy and Navy housing 
Relocate appropriate functions, personnel, equipment and support to other technical 
activities, primarily NSWC, Carderock Division, Detachment, Philadelphia, PA; NS WC, 
Carderock Division, Carderock, MD; and Naval Research Laboratory, Washington, DC 
Joint Spectrum Center (DoD cross-service tenant) will be relocated with other components of 
the Center in the local area as appropriate. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION: 

Sharp declines in technical center workload through 2001 which leads to excess capacity in 
these activities. 

*\ 

S This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate closurelrealignrnent or 
a? consolidation of activities wherever practicable. 

This action permits the elimination of the command and support structure of the closing 
activity resulting in improved efficiency, reduced costs, and reduced excess capacity. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: - 

Visit began with a 30 minute overview, during a working lunch, in the Melville Room of the 
Headquarters Buildi rlg. 
90 minute tour of the base including the Non-CFC Elimination lab, the Deep Ocean Vehicle 
Facility, the Propulsion Shaftline Facility, the Electrical Power Technology laboratory, the 
Machinery Acoustic Silencing lab, the Fluid Dynamics facility, the Magnetic Field Lab, the 
Pulse Power Systems complex, and the Advanced Electrical Machinerj facility. 
Dean Shapiro of the United States Naval Academy discussed the benefits to the Academy its 
faculty and the Midshipmen who work on projects at NSWC Annapolis. 
Colonel Flock, USAF, described t h ~  mission and requirements of the Joint Spectrum Center, 
which was recently transferred from Air Force to Defense Information Systems Agency and 
his interest in consolidating his personnel 
Mr. Tim Doyle lead a 10 minute wrap-up and answered questions. 



KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED; 

In addition to the issues identified during the visit by Con~missioner Cox, the issues listed below 
were identified. A copy of the write-up of Commissioner Cox's visit was provided to 
Commissioner Montoya. 

It may be more difficult to hire top quality engineers in Philadelphia. In response to 
questions posed by Commissioner Montoya and Mr. Epstein, CAPT Baskerville and COL 
Flock acknowledged that their prc:sence in the Annapolis area, with its high quality of life, 
facilitated personnel retention, even when higher paying jobs were offered. 
The sequence in which the Commissioners vote on NS WC Annapolis and White Oak could 
be important because if they close the first one, then when they vote on whichever of these is 
voted on last, the Commissioners will be told there is an additional cost of $15-$17 M cost 
associated with closing this last site. This sum represents the estimated cost of building a 
new electromagnetic free research facility at NSWC Carderock or some other location. 
The recommendation to close the deep pressure activity appears to have originated from the 
BSEC or BSAT. 
Despite earlier indications to the contrary, NSWC Philadelphia can accommodate the 
Annapolis facilities scheduled to be relocated while still keeping the fhcilities within an area 
which approximates that of a destroyer. 
The COBRA contains some standard moving costs, rather than the costs of moving 
equipment as specified in the NSWC data call. Related MILCON costs were also omitted 
from the COBRA. 
The COBRA does not reflect any costs for training, but this was consistent with Navy's 
general policy. 
In order to enable labs such as Annapolis and Carderock to remain viable in a time of 
decreasing budgets, the labs must be allowed to compete for some private sector work and to 
hire new engineers. 
The Deep Ocean Vehicle Facility could be moved, by barge, to NSWC Philadelphia for about 
$15 M. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

Navy claims on savings were disputed. 
Programs will be disrupted. 
Key people will be lost and a winning team will be broken up. 
Synergy with Naval Academy will be lost. 
There will be no benefit from sale of or reuse of land, since NSWC is :surrounded by Naval 
Station Annapolis. 
Philadelphia and Carderock do not have the magnetic, sound, and vibratiorl free 
environments to conduct testing. 
Lives of employees will be disrupted. 

i As the U.S. downsizes its military, it is even more important that high tech sup!:4ority be 
maintained. 



REOUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

Commissioner Montoya requested that NSWC Carderock division provide details regarding the 
loss of the Deep Pressure Tank and the Fluid Dynamics Facility. He expressed interest in the 
cost and the impact on the programs that would have used those facilities if they were available. 



BASE VISIT REPORT 

NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER (NSWC), CARI)ER.OCK DIVISION, 
DETACHMENT ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 

19 MAY 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

Commissioner A1 Cornella 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

None 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Mr. David Epstein 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

CAPT James Baskerville (USN), Commander, NSWC, Carderock Division 
' 

Dr. William Middleton, Chief of Staff, Carderock Division 
CDR Roger Walker (USN), Officer-in-Charge, NSWC, Carderock Division, Annapolis :jet. 
COL George "Ron" Flock (USAF), Commander, Joint Spectrum Center 
Mr. Larry Argiro (retired) - previous Director, Machinery R&D Directorate 
Mr. James Corder (retired) - previous Deputy Director. Machinery R&D Directorate 

RASE'S PRESENT MISSION: is to provide research, development, test and evaluation, fleet - 

support, and in-service engineering for surface and undersea vehicle, hull, mechanical and 
electrical systems, and propulsors; provide iogistics R&D; and provide support to the Maritime 
Administration and the maritime industry. Specific efforts supported include RDT&E, 
Acquisition, and In-Service Engineering of 

Surface, Undersea and USMC Vehicle Vulnerability and Survivability Sys~ems 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Active and Passive Acoustic Signatures and Silc~lcing 
Systems 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Non-Acoustic Signatures and Silencing ,Systems 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Propulsion Machinery Systems and Corrlponents 
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Auxiliary Machinery Systems and Components 

The Annapolis Detachment has some unique missions involving ship vulnerabili,~ znll 
survivability, ship active and passive signatures, ari~j surface and undersea vehicle huli 

,; machinery, propulsors and equipment. 
$ 



DOD RECOMMENDATION: 

Close NSWC, Carderock Division, Detachment Annapolis, including the NIKE Site, 
Bayhead Road, Annapolis 
Transfer the fuel storagelrcfueling sites and the water treatment facilities to Naval Station, 
Annapolis to support the U.S. Naval Academy and Navy housing 
Relocate appropriate functions, personnel, equipment and support to other technical 
activities, primarily NS WC, Carderock Division, Detachment, Philadelphia, PA; NSWC, 
Carderock Division, Carderock, MD; and Naval Research Laboratory, Washington, DC 
Joint Spectrum Center (DoD cross-service tenant) will be relocated with other components of 
the Center in the local area as appropriate. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION: 

Sharp declines in technical center workload through 200 1 which leads to excess capacity in 
these activities. 
This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate closure/realignment or 
consolidation of activities wherever practicable. 
This action permits the elimination of the command and support structure of the closing 
activity resulting in improved efficiency, reduced costs, and reduced excess capacity. 

.. - MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

Visit began with a 30 minute overview in the Melville Room of the Headquarters Building. 
90 minute tour of the base including the Non-CFC Elimination lab, the Deep Ocean Vehicle 
Facility, the Propulsion Shaftline Facility, the Electrical Power Technology laboratory, the 
Machinery Acoustic Silencing lab, the Fluid Dynamics facility, the Magnetic Field Lab, the 
Pulse Power Systems complex, and the Advanced Electrical Machinery facility. 
Colonel Flock, USAF, described the mission and requirements of the Joint Spectrum Center, 
which was recently transferred from Air Force to Defense Information Systems Agency and 
his interest in consolidating his personnel 
Mr. Tim Doyle lead a 10 minute wrap-up and answered questions. 



KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED: 

In addition to the issues identified during the visit by Comn~issioner Cox., the issues list below 
were identified. A copy of the write-up of the visits by Con~missioners Cox and Montoya were 
provided to Commissioner Cornella. 

It may be more difficult to hire top quality engineers in Philadelphia. In response to 
questions posed by Commissioner Cornella and Mr. Epstein, CAPT Baskerville and COL 
Flock acknowledged that their presence in the Annapolis area, with its high quality of life, 
facilitated personnel retention, even when higher paying jobs vi sre offered. 
The sequence in which the Commissio~~ers vote on NSWC Annapolis and White Oak could 
be important because if they close the first one, then when they vote on whichever of these is 
voted on last, the Commissioners will be told there is an additional cost of $1 5-$17 M cost 
associated with closing this last site. This sum represents the estimated cost of building a 
new electromagnetic free research facility at NSWC Carderock or some other location. 
The recommendation to close the deep pressure activity appears to have originated froin the 
BSEC or BSAT. 
Despite earlier indications to the contrary, NSWC Philadelphia can accommodate the 
Annapolis facilities scheduled to be relocated while still keeping the fiicilities within an area 
which approximates that of a destroyer. 
The COBRA contains some standard moving costs, rather than the costs of moving 
equipment as specified in the NSWC data call. Related MILCON cos1.s were also omitted 
from the COBRA. 
The COBRA does not reflect any costs for training, but this was consistent wit' 'qavy's 
general policy. 
In order to enable labs such as Annapolis and Carderock to remain viable in a time of 
decreasing budgets, the labs must be allowed to compete for some private sector work and to 
hire new engineers. 
The Deep Ocean Vehicle Facility could be moved, by barge, to NSWC' Philadelphia for about 
$15 M. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

Navy claims on savings were disputed. 
Programs will be disrupted. 
Key people will be lost and a winning team will be broken up. 
Synergy with Naval Academy will be lost. 
There will be no benefit from sale of or reuse of land, since 'SWC is surrounded by Naval 
Station Annapolis. 
Philadelphia and Carderock do not have the 1-iagnetic, sound, and vibration frec 
environments to conduct tf:s . ~ g .  
Lives of employees will be disrupted. 
As the U.S. downsizes its military, it is even more important that high tech superiority be 
maintained. 
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BRAC-95 CERTIFICATION 

Reference: SECNAVNOTE 1 1000 of 08 December 1993 

In accordance with policy set forth by the Secretary of the Navy, personnel of the 
Department of the Navy, uniformed and civilian, who provide information for use in the 
BRAC-95 process are required to provide a signed certification thlst states "I certify that 
the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge 
and belief." 

The signing of this certification constitutes a representation that the certifying 
official has reviewed the information and either (1) personally voi~ches for its accuracy 
and completeness or (2) has possession of, and is relying upon, a certification executed 
by a competent subordinate. 

Each individual in your activity generating information for the BRAC-95 process 
must certify that information. Enclosure (1) is provided for individual certifications and 
may be duplicated as necessary. You are directed to maintain those certifications at your 
activity for audit purposes. For purposes of this certification sheet, the commander of the 
activity will begin the certification process and each reporting senior in the Chain of 
Command reviewing the information will also sign this certification sheet. This sheet must 
remain attached to this package and be forwarded up the Chain of Command. Copies 
must be retained by each level in the Chain of Command for audit purposes. 

I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my 
knowledge and belief. 

ACTIVITY COMMANDER 

L. R. Walker; Commander, USN 
NAME (Please type or print) 

Li&J&L 
Signature 

Off icer-in-Charqe 27 January 1995 
Title Date 

Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock 
Division Detachment, Anna~olis 
Activity 

This certification covers the NS WC/Carderock Division/Annapolis Detachment Response 
to the BRAC Scenario 3-20-0 198-035A. 



I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my 
knowledge and belief. 

James E. Baskerville; Captain USN 
NAME (Please type or print) 

Commander 6 a n u a r y  1995 
Title Date 

Carderock Division, NSWC 
Activity 

I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my 
knowledge and belief. - 

RADM D. P. SARGENT, JR. 
NAME (Please type or print) Signature 

COMMANDER 27 January 1995 
Title Date 

NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER 
Activity 

I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my 
knowledge and belief. 

MAJOR CLAIMANTAEL 
I 

NAME (Please type or print) sig)lature 
Jf&W 

6. R. 'STERNER' / -J/  - p-s' = S~raems Ctnnmand Date 
-- 

Activity 

I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my 
knowledge and belief. 

DEPUTY CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS (LOGISTICS) 
DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF (INSTALLATI- 8 LOGIEITICS) 

-I) I 

-W. A. EARNER a .d 

NAME (Please type or pint) Signature , 
CI 

Title Date 

Activity 

This certification covers the NS WC/Carderock Division/Annapolis Detachment Response to the 
BRAC Scenario 3-20-0 198-035A. 



BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL 
ENCLOSURE (1) - SCENARIO SUMMARY 

Complete one copy of Enclosure (1) - Scenario Summary for the entire closure/realignment 
scenario. Tables included in this enclosure are 1-A. 1-B and 1-C. 

Table 1-A: Scenario Description. Identify the Scenario Number, Title and Response Date. The 
Scenario Number and Title will be provided to you by the BSAT as part of the data call tasking. 

Scenario No.: 3-20-0198-035A 1 

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE SCENARIO: 

Scenario Title: 

Date: 

"Close NSWC Det Annapolis and Special Areas (Nike Site). Consolidate the majority of the 
Machinery R&D functions at NSWC-Philadelphia and at other NSWC Carderock sites as 
appropriate. RelocateReplicate, as fiscally prudent and appropriate, those specialized 
capabilities and facilities now only available at NSWC Annapolis." 

NSWC Annapolis 

1600 EST, 22 December 1994 

IMPACT STATEMENT: 

The scenario 3-20-0198-035 as presented by the BSAT is impractical to implement. As per 
the BRAC 95 instructions, the NAVSEASYSCOM is providing a recommend6:d alternative which still 
closes NSWC Det Annapolis, but is significantly different from the "baseline scenario". The 
"baseline scenario" creates significant eliminations in overall US Navy critical capabilities (i.e. 
vertical mission reductions). This scenario relocates seven facilities from ,4nnapolis (see pages 7 
and 8) which were not relocated in the baseline scenario 3-20-0198-35 and therefore retains 
many of the Mission Essential Machinery RDT&E capabilities within the U.S. Navy Force 
Structure while reducing overall Navy Infrastructure costs. The alternative scenario however, does 
result in some lost capabilities and will adversely impact the ability of the U.S8. Navy to meet selected 
requirements. 

Scenario 3-20-0198-035A, as in Scenario 3-20-0198-035, provides for the closure of 
"...special areas (NIKE Site)." The Intermediate Fire Research equipment will relocate from the Nike 
site, without the personnel, to NRL Chesapeake Beach Detachment. The Sea SurvivaVLife Saving . . -- 
Sytems will be moved to the N S W C - n a i n i n g  

Annapolis Site 
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 
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. . .  
M a a l s  R e s e w - n e d  under BRAC 91 to the NSWC 
Carderock site) will be moved to t h e k  site. w 
A. Annapolis Site Closure Impact Assessment: 

Facilities at NSWC Annapolis Site have been developed to serve unique aspects of 
Research and Development. In particular, these facilities are capable of controlling machinery 
operating parameters independently and maintaining them over extended periods of time, as 
well as varying them over the entire range. These characteri tics are not available in the 

.L c- 
majority of In-Service Engineering (ISE) facil~ties at SWC Philadelphia. In many cases 
they cannot be o b t w e n t a t i o n .  but i r e  e s s e n i ' t i m i o n  of 
definini the performance of developmental e'quipment and verifying analytical models. 

- 

Examples where Philadelphia assets are adequate include Compressed Air, Shock and 
Vibration, and Diesel Engine Facilities. In contrast, f-@entation would be 
costly and impractical include Propulsion Line Shaft, Auxiliary Machinery, and Environmental e. Facilities that do not exist in any form - include Deep Ocean Machinery Simulation, 
Magnetic Fields, Submarine Fluid Dynamics, Electric Power, Electric Propulsion, and 
Machinery Acoustic Silencing. 

In this alternative scenario the closure of the Annapolis Site with the migration of 
selected critical staff and mission'essential R&D facilities provides for tlne continuance of the 
majority of the Navy's capabilities to transform machinery requirement; into technical and 
procurement specifications (military and commercial), the development of specialized 
certification criteria and associated validation of system designs, and the ability to provide 
acceptance testing of specialized or "one of a kind" full-scale machinery systems. Currently, 
the Annapolis based Machinery R&D Directorate supports and complements the hull focused 
functions at the NSWC Carderock Site as well as the ISE functions at the NSWC Philadelphia 
Site by providing an organic linkage of S&T capabilities with the machinery development, 
acquisition, and operational problem resolution processes. 

This alternative scenario also provides for the migration of 280 technical operations 
personnel with their primary Machinery R&D tools. An additional 28 positions will be 
allocated from excess capacity at receiving sites. 

This scenario also eliminates some critical Machinery R&D capabilities through the loss 
of 94 personnel and their RDT&E facilities and/or equipments. 

Selected capabilities in Machinery R&D retained in this alternative scenario are defined 
below: 

* The R&D scientists and engineers remain connected with their special facilities retaining 
the ability to integrate the ship systems technologies and components to meet USN 

Annapolis Site 
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 

lJIC 61533 
Ci Dec 1994 
Enclosure (1) 



performance, stealth, and affordability goals, especially in auxiliary and electrical areas characterized 
by diverse and often competing functions and multiple equipment suppliers, nlany of which are small 
with minimal laboratory capability and largely non-DoD business base. 

* The continued availability of essential R&D facilities sustains the Navy's ability to cost 
effectively explore, specify, validate , and introduce new machinery into advanced submarines 
and surface ships as well as advanced surface machinery programs and autonomic ship 
initiatives. Some of the more significant facility capability consolidations andlor replications 
include: 

NSWC Philadelphia Site: 

Replication of the only full scale submarine shaftline facilities capable of 
performing USN required qualification and SUBSAFE certification of thrust 
bearings, vibration reducers, and propulsion and emergency shaft seals. These 
facilities are also used in the development and validation of active shaftline 
vibration control systems. 

Replication and integration of the NSWC Annapolis Site electric drive and 
pulse power facilities laboratories into the existing NSWC-Philadelphia 
capabilities will reduce risks in the development of affordable propulsion and 
propulsion derived power for strike and self-defense weapons (e.g. the electric 
gun). 

Replication and integration of electrical power and auxiliary laboratories which 
are required for the development of damage tolerant integrated systems and 
which reduce manning levels, crew skill requirements, and acquisitionlsupport 
costs. 

The augmentation and replication of the special machinery acoustic silencing 
facilities at the NSWC Philadelphia Site for reducing ship and submarine 
vulnerability to acoustic detection and ordnance. 

NSWC Carderock Division (White Oak ~ i t e ) : ' . ~ . ~ . ~  The replication of the truly unique 
full scale machinery magnetic signature measurement facility which is used to 
minimize ship and submarine vulnerability to magnetic detectic~n and ordnance. It 
should be noted, that if the White Oak site is to be closed, due to the one-of-a kind 
characteristics of the Magnetic Fields Measurement Facility, a replication of this 
capability will have to be accommodated elsewhere. 

1 See Attachment 11, DJD 08, Questions la, b, c, 2. 

2See Attachment 11, DJD 010, Questions 3, 4. 

3See Attachment 11, DJD 025, Question 1. 

4See Attachment 11, DJD 026, Questions 1, 2. 

Annapolis Site 
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 
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Along with the loss of Annapolis technical personnel, the below capability losses will be 
incurred: 

* The ability to conduct land based high pressure acoustic rneasurernent:~'.~~~~~ of submarine 
ballasting and related piping systems. 

* The laboratory capability to identify, assess, specify, validate, and direct development 
of technologies in the areas of cryogenics? superconductivity, arid power 
semiconductors. 

* The Navy's laboratory capability to specify and validate combat system and crew 
cooling equipment which is responsive to the accelerated worldwide CFC production 
ban. Beginning in 1996, the Navy will be using a strategic stockpile of CFC, which 
will be depleted rapidly if ships cooling system developments permitting non- 
c~c6.7,8,9,10.11.12 refrigerants are delayed or terminated. 

'See Attachment 11, DJD 07, Question 2. 

'See Attachment 11, DJD 014, Question 1. 

3See ,Attachment 11, DJD 015, Question 2. 

4See Attachment 11, DJD 016, Question 1. 

'See Attachment 11, DJD 014, Question 2. 

'See Attachment 11, DJD 08, Questions 4a, b. 

'See Attachment 11, DJD 014, Question 3. 

'See Attachment 11, DJD 016, Question 2. 

'See Attachment 11, DJD 017, Question 1. 

''See Attachment 11, DJD 021, Questions 1, 2. 

"See Attachment 11, DJD 023, Questions 1, 2, 3, 4. 

12See Attachment 11, DJD 024, Question 1. 

Annapolis Site 
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* The loss of near-term availability of the Deep Ocean Vehicle Simulation Facility',','." 
(as a result of it being moth balled) to validate the performance and safety of 
operating machinery and small manned submersibles. 

"Moth balling" is defined herein as the status between the NAVFAC P-164 (Detailed 
Inventory of Naval Shore Facilities) terms of "standby" and "abandon", i.e. "reserve5 status. 

In addition to the technical issues on the closure of the NSWC Annapolis Detachment, 
the non-technical impacts include? 

* The elimination of the potable water"' supply for the North Sevem Navy housing for 
the Annapolis Naval Station 

* The relocation of the tenancy of the Joint Spectrum Center  headquarter^^.'^ (a non- 
DON Command with the Air Force serving as the Executive Agent for the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, until FY96 when DISA becomes the Executive Agent) 

* The elimination of a long term synergistic relationship with the 1J.S. Naval Academy 
faculty and midshipmen. 

* The elimination of the fuel storage and refueling" site for the Naval Academy's Yard 
Patrol craft. 

B. Svecial Site (NIKE Site) Closure Impact Assessment: 

The closure of the Special Area (NIKE Site) has little relationship to the first portion 

'See Attachment 11, DJD 04, Questions 1, 2, 3, 4, 5. 

2See Attachment 11, DJD 07, Question 1. 

3See Attachment 11, DJD 01 1, Question 3. 

4See Attachment 11, DJD 015, Questions la, b. 

'See Attachment 11, DJD 04, Question 3. 

%ee Attachment 11, DJD 010, Questions 1, 2. 

'See Attachment 11, DJD 07, Question 3a. 

'See Attachment 11, DJD 01 1, Question 2. 

'See Attachment 11, DJD 02, Question 2. 

''See Attachment 11, DJD 04, Question 6. 

"See Attachment 11, DJD 07, Questions 3b, c. 

Annapolis Site 
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of this scenario. The BRAC 91 actions provided for the migration of the functional 
responsibilities for the majority of the facilities residing at this special :site to the NSWC 
Carderock Site, i.e., the migration of the Materials R&D functions. The personnel located at 
the site and the supporting scientists and engineers are all included in t,he Carderock Site 
manning, per the BRAC 91 actions and the BRAC 95 guidance. 

The specialty facilities located at the Special Site (MKE Site) that do not have any 
industrial or other US Navy counterparts include: 

* Thermal Spray for machinery element restoration, which is used for the development 
and modification of processes, procedures, and materials for reducing Fleet 
maintenance costs and increasing Fleet readiness through lower maintenance and 
down-times on machinery related systems. 

* Polyurethane processing for the prototyping and producibility of unusual and complex 
compounds andlor fixtures. 

* Reactive Metal Spray Forming, which is used to utilize less expensive titanium and 
other metal alloys for near net shape machinery components. 

Due to the non-availability of equivalent facilities and the BRAC: 91 directed actions, 
this scenario requires these capabilities be reconstituted at Carderock. Other identified 
required facility realignments include: 

* Sea Survival / Life Saving Systems - exist to investigate, identify, and correct the 
causes of product failures and poor operational performance in the area of sea safety 
equipment. Organized in direct response to requests from NAVSEA in order to curb 
sea safety equipment problems, the group works closely with materials engineers, as 
well as the FBI and Navy investigators, to ensure that sea safety equipment will 
function properly and effectively when it is needed. 

* Intermediate Scale Fire Te~ting ' .~ - established in 1983 by the CNO Executive Board 
to conduct small & intermediate scale fire research in order to save lives and reduce 
the damage caused by fire. Fire is as prevalent during peacetime as it is during war. 
Passive fire safety, preventing the start and spread of the fire, is a prime concern of 
this group. The synergy between their work and the progress of material technology 
greatly assists their progress. As organic composite materials are introduced aboard 
ships and submarines, the resistance to and performance in fire conditions is a key 
factor in the suitability decisions regarding the use of these materials. 

The Sea SurvivalILife Saving Systems will be moved to the NSWTC Philadelphia site 
and the Intermediate Scale Fire Testing, without the personnel, will be moved to the NRL 
Chesapeake Bay facility. 

'See Attachment 11, DJD 03, Question 2. 

'see Attachment 11, DJD 09, Questions 2a, b. 
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Table 1-B: Point of Contact Information. Please identify a knowledgeable point of contact 
familiar with the information relating to this closure/realignment scenario whom the BSAT 
can contact to answer any questions or to provide additional informatiori as required. This 
point of contact must also be familiar with the location and name of the person responsible 
for maintaining any supporting documentation relating to this data call response. 

Name: I CDR L. R. Walker, USN 

OrganizatiodCode: ( OIC, NSWC-Annapolis, Code 003 

Table 1-C: LosindGaining Bases Involved in Scenario. Complete the table on the next 
page to identify "bases" involved in the closurelrealignment scenario. Note that the term 
"Losing Base" refers to host activities, independent activities or other activities specifically 
identified in the Scenario Development Data Call tasking which are being reduced in size, i.e., 
closing or being realigned. The term "Gaining Base" refers to host or .independent activities 
which will be receiving sites for functions/personnel transferred from losing base(s). For 
example, a losing base is the activity referred to in the data call tasking, i.e., a Naval Station, 

Office Phone 
Number: 

Fax Number: 

Home Phone 
Number: 

Annapolis Site 
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 

410-293-2536 (DSN: 28 1-2536) 

410-293-2638 (DSN: 28 1-2638) 

410-757-0449 
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Table 1-C: LosinpfGaining Bases Involved in Scenario. Complete the table on the next 

Note: If an activitylfunction will be relocated into leased office space, please note this fact 
under the column, Gaining Base, e.g., "Washington, DC - Leased Space". 

page to identify "bases" involved in the closurelrealignment scenario. Note that the term 
"Losing Base" refers to host activities, independent activities or other activities specifically 
identified in the Scenario Development Data Call tasking which are being reduced in size, 
i.e., closing or being realigned. The term "Gaining Base" refers to host or independent 
activities which will be receiving sites for functionslpersonnel transferred from losing base(s). 
For example, a losing base is the activity referred to in the data call tasking, i.e., a Naval 
Station,Hospital, etc. Individual tenants should not be separately listed on this table, e.g., 
Branch Medical Clinic, Personnel Support Detachment, etc. Individual tenants will, however, 
be specifically identified in subsequent tables in the data call. The thircl column of the table 
should be used to identify relevant information regarding workload~missions to be transferred. 
For example, entries in this column should be short phrases such as, "missile workload", 
"ships", "F-14 squadrons", "tenants", etc., or to provide other clarifying information. This 
third column need only be completed to identify major components of the closure/realignment 
scenario, and should not be used to list all tenant names, etc. 

Table 1-C: LosingIGaining Bases Involved in Scenario 

'See Attachment 11, DJD 08, Questions 3a, b. 

Losing Base@) 

NSWC-AnnapolisNike 

NSWC- Annapolis 

NSWC-hapolismike Site 
(BRAC 91 Function Realignment To 

Carderock) 

NSWC-Annapolis 

NSWC- AnnapolisNike Site 

NSWC- Annapolis 

'See Attachment 11, DJD 08, 010, 025, 026. 

3See Attachment 11, DJD 03, 009. 

Gaining Base@) 

NSWC-Philadelphia 

NSWC-Carderock 

NS WC-Carderock 

NSWC-White Oak 

Naval Research Laboratory 
Chesapeake Beach Detachment 

Annapolis, MD-Leased Space 

4See Attachment 11, DJD 02, 004. 

1YorkloadlMissiom 
Transferring = 

Sea Surviv;tyLife Saving Sys, 
Machinery R&D, Systems 
Integration and Acquisition 
Support including Machinery 
Acoustic Silencing 
(See Attached Table for description of 
relocated facilities) 

Information Systems R&D1 

Materials & Processing: Thermal Spray; 
Polyurethane Processor; & Reactive 
Metals Spray Forming Facilities 

Electromaglletic Signatures and 
Silencing Systems 
(See Anachsd Table for description of 
relocated facilitie~)~ 

1ntermediatc:-Scale Fire Testing3 

Joint Spectrum Center4 

Annapolis Site 
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Table 1 
Seven Major Facilities Relocated from Annapolis 

Facility Name 

Advanced Shipboard Auxiliary 
Machinery Facility 

I Electric Power Technology Facility 

Advance Electric Propulsion 
Development Facility 

I 

1 Pulsed Power Facility 

One-Time 
Unique Move 
cost 

Receiving Site 

Philadelphia 

Philadelphia 

Philadelphia 

Philadelphia 

Description /I Rationale 

- -- - - --  

Laboratories, test bays and equipment for conduct of R&D, integration, and 
experimental test and evaluation on compressed air systems, heat exchangers, 
ventilation systems, fluid systems, piping, valves, hydraulic steering and diving 
systems, fresh water production, and composite machinery for surface ships and 
submarines. I1 Retains critical technical capability rated highest in value at 
Annapolis. 

Laboratories, test bays, simulation equipment, multiple interconnected electrical 
power sources, loads and transmission equipment for conduct of R&D, integration 
and experimental test and evaluation of surface ship, submarine, and aircraft carrier 
electric power generation, conversion, and distribution systems and equipment, and I .  

I solld state power device R&D. 11 Retains the critical test capability rated second in 
value at Annapolis. 

Laboratory, test bay, and equipment to allow R&D and experimental evaluation of 
1 full scale and subscale electric propulsion components and systems up to 3000 
; horsepower. Includes prime movers, loads, support equipment, and experimental 
motors and generators. / I  Retains critical R&D capability and 
complements planned full scale electric drive systems testing in Philadelphia. 

Experimental facility including staging and assembly area, prime power and fuel 
sjisieril, iii& vuiiagt: grounding grid, eiecuomagnetic ~nterlerence shielding, pulse 
forming networks, transmission lines and power conditioning for U&D and 
experimental testing and integration of pulsed power electrical sources for future 
weapons systems. I/ Continue Navy's only integral capability to conduct R&I) for 
future weapons systems powering. 

Annapolis Site 
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 
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- - 

'See Attachment 11, DJD 08, 010. 

Annapolis Site 
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 

Description 11 Rationale 

Consists of a full scale submarine shaftline, full scale submarine shaft seal test 
facility, and a full scale composite shaft tracerhending facility including 
instrumentation, controls and required cooling, lubrication, and other services. I/ 
Allows retention of a unique Navy capability to conduct full scale submarine 
shaftline component and system R&D and qualification/certification. 

An R&D facility consisting of three cells for reduction of submarine machinery 
acoustic noise from fans, pumps, compressors, motors, hydraulics, and other 
machinery components. Includes acoustic wall treatment, massive seismicly isolated 
floor, specialized low noise support systems, instrumentation, resilient mount 
laboratory, and many low noise prototype components. / I  Retains the Navy's only 
integral capability to conduct R&D, evaluate, specify, and certify machinery acoustic 
performance in a land based facility, thus avoiding the prohibitive cost of doing so at 
sea. 

A very specialized facility including a totally non-magnetic four story building 
equipped for operation of full scale minesweeper machinery and measurement of its 
acoustic signature as well as that of large scale models of submarines and surface 
ships. The capability of simulating ambient magnetic conditions of any location on 
Earth is included. /I Retains the only existing critical capability to measure and 
certify the magnetic signature of minesweeper machinery. 

UIC 61533 
12 Dec 94 
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Receiving Site 

Philadelphia 

Philadelphia 

White Oak 

Facility Name 

Advanced Propulsion Machinery Facility 

Machinery Acoustics Silencing Facility 

Magnetic Fields ~abora tor~ '  

One-Time 
Unique Move 
Cost 

$lO.OM 

$4.9M 

$5.0M 



Intermediate-Scale Fire ~ e s t i n ~ '  to the Naval Research Laboratory, Washington, DC , where this 
ill place at one activity all non-laboratory fire testing functions, which can be conducted at NRL, 
,lesapeake Beach Detachment. The existing fire testing facilities at NRL do not duplicate and are not 

I 
adequate for the intermediate-scale fire testing work indentified in this scenario response. The Fire 
Research Enclosure (Fire I), located at the Chesapeake Beach Detachment, P a )  and the ex-USS 
SHADWELL (located at Mobile, AL) are extremely large-scale custom-built, and specialized facilities 
dedicated to validate and certify full-scale ship fire scenarios for active and passive fire protection systems. 
The other facilities at NRL are large-scale bum chambers, which are not suitable to perform intermediate 
scale fire testing without modification. However, these bum chambers are necessary in their present 
configurations to meet existing Navy requirements. The other facilities at the Chesapeake Beach site are 
primarily open building spaces, which do not contain the specialized intermediate-scale equipments being 
transferred from NSWC, Carderock Division, Special Area (NIKE Site) as identified in the Scenario 
response. This specialized equipment includes: a room-sized calorimeter, a large-scale customized variable 
heat rise furnace, and two intermediate scale bum chambers containing accessories, controls and associated 
instrumentation need to operate them. The unused building space at NRLICEID can be modified to house 
the aforementioned specialized equipment, that is necessary to execute the Intermediate-scale fire testing 
functionlrequirement. The intermediate-scale fire testing is a cost-effective means to screen and select fire 
protection system alternatives, which are then validated and certified with associated higher test costs in the 
full-scale NRL facilities (Fire-1 and ex-USS SHADWELL). 

Sea SurvivaYLie Saving Systems to NSWC, Philadelphia, where the T&E and ISE of sea 
survivdlife saving equipment can be conducted in conjunction with damage c:ontrol/CBR protection 
function in place at the Philadelphia site. 

Elements of Materials & Processing to NSWC, Carderock, which includes the thermal spray, 
polyurethane processing, and reactive metal spray forming facilities, would bc: colocated with the existing 
Materials & Processing function in the Ship Materials Technology Facility (BRAC-91 action) at the NSWC, 
Carderock Site. 

Information Systems R&$ capability to NSWC-Carderock consisting of a computer complex and 
personnel physically residing at the Carderock site, but assigned to the Annapolis site Machinery R&D 
Directorate. 

Joint Spectrum center' is a tenant at the NSWC Annapolis Site. None of the employees are 
associated with the NSWC Annapolis Site functions. 

'see Attachment 11, DJD 03, 009. 

2 ~ e e  Attachment 11, DJD 08. 

3 ~ e e  Attachment 11, DJD 02, 04. 
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BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL 
Enclosure (2) - LOSING BASE QUESTIONS 

Complete a separate Enclosure (2) - Losing Base Questions for each1 "losing" base 
involved in the closure/realignment scenario. Make additional copits of this enclosure as 
necessary. Tables included in this enclosure are 2-A, 2-B, 2-C, 2-D, 2-E, and 2-F. Enter the 
Losing Base name in the block below: 

11 Losing Base: I NSWC-Annapolis II 
The first five tables in this enclosure will be used to identify the movement andlor 

elimination of military billets and civilian positions. Data entered in Tables 2-B and 2-C will 
be transferred to Table 2-D and will be used to reconcile manpower totals at the losing base. 
The entire losing base workforce as shown on the annotated copy of the Base Loading Data 
Attachment must be accounted for in the Table 2-D reconciliation. 

General Note on Tables 2-A and 2-B. A separate copy of both of these two tables must 
be completed for each pair of activities between which transfers of personnel, equipment 
or vehicles will occur. That is, a single enclosure (1) response may require multiple copies 
of tables 2-A and 2-B. For example, if the scenario involves the closure of NAVSTA A and 
relocation of personnel to NAVSTA B and NAVSTA C, then two tables will be completed, 
one for transfers from NAVSTA A to NAVSTA B and one for transfers from NAVSTA A to 
NAVSTA C. Note that for purposes of completing these tables, Losing Bases and Gaining 
Bases are defined as a host activity, independent activity or other activity specifically 
identified in the data call tasking. Separate tables will not be prepared fbr individual tenant 
activities, instead, tenant numbers will be incorporated into the table for the Losing Base. Be 
certain to identify the name of both the gaining and losing base. Make additional copies of 
these two tables as necessary. 

Table 2-A: Diswsition of Personnel - Detail Data. Please review the Base Loading Data 
Attachment and annotate any corrections, as necessary. Using the data contained in the Base 
Loading Data Attachment, complete the table on the next page. For both the host and tenant 
activities, identify, by UIC, the number of billetslpositions being relocated to the identified 
receiving site. Each UIC shown as a separate line on the Base Loading Data Attachment 
must be separately listed in Table 2-A. Drilling reservists will not be included in officer and 
enlisted billet fields. Military students must be separately distinguished from officer and 
enlisted billets in COBRA. The Base Loading Data Attachment includes an identification of 
military students. Annotate the Base Loading Data Attachment to identify any additional 
students not currently shown, and include these corrected numbers in Table 2-A. Numbers of 
students are expressed as the estimated "Average On-Board" (AOB) which would be trained at 
the losing base in FY 2001 if a closurelrealignment did not occur. Non-DON tenants must 
also be reviewed and a determination made as to whether the organization will be relocated. 

Annapolis Site 
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BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL 
Enclosure (2) - LOSING BASE QUESTIONS 

Relocating non-DON tenants must be included in the number of billets/positions identified as 
being transferred (and manpower totals adjusted accordingly). Dispositj.on of tenant and 
reserve activities must be adequately coordinated. 
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BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL 
Enclosure (2) - LOSING BASE QUESTIONS 

Table 2-A(1): Disposition of Personnel - Detail Data 

From Losing Base: NSWC-Annapolis 1 
11 To Gaining Base: NSWC-Philadelptua 11 

Table 2-B: Dis~osition of Personnel and Eclui~ment - Surnmarv. C:omplete the table on 
the next page to summarize the transfer of equipment and personnel. Personnel numbers 
must match summary data shown in Table 2-A. Remember that, as with Table 2-A, a 
separate Table 2-B must be completed for each combination of losinglgaininn bases. The 
following explanatory information is provided. 

a. Disposition of Personnel. Transfer the summary relocation data shown at the 
bottom of the corresponding Table 2-A. 

b. Disposition of Equipment, Identify the transfer of equipment and vehicles from 
one activity to another. Do not include equipment which will be excessed. The following 
explanatory notes are provided: 

Mission and Support Equipment: The terms "Mission" and "Support" are 
provided as broad general terms to distinguish between the types of equipment which will be 
shipped. In terms of the COBRA moving algorithms, whether equipment is listed under 
"Mission" or "Support" is irrelevant. Consequently, more attention should be given to 
identifying the total number of tons which will need to be shipped, rather than spending too 
much time refining the breakout of mission vs. support equipment. Note that these figures 
should not include administrative equipment, which is already included in COBRA algorithms 
at the rate of 710 pounds per military billet or civilian position being relocated. 
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BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL 
Enclosure (2) - LOSING BASE QUESTIONS 

Light Vehicles: Light vehicles are defined as vehicles that will be driven to the 
new location. 

Heavy Vehicles: Heavy vehicles are defined as vehicles which will be shipped to 
the new location. 

Remember to complete the "Supporting Data" section which immediately follows the table. 
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BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA (CALL 
Enclosure (21 - LOSING BASE QUESTION!S 

Table 2-B: Dis~osition of Personnel and Eauiprnent - ~ u m r n a r v . ~ ~ ~  

Table 2-B(1): Disposition of Personnel and Equipment - Summary 
I, i 

1 From Losing Base: NSWC-Annapolis 11 

'see Attachment 11, DJD 011, Question 1. 

2 ~ e e  Attachment II, DJD 022, Questions 1, 2. 
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BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL 
Enclosure (2) - LOSING BASE QUESTIONS 

Type of EquipmentNehicles Rationale for Relocat& 

Individual support equipment (97 tons) Support equipment includes equipment 
each person uses in the course of their new 
job, such as computc:rs, printers, books, 
reference documents, etc. It is calculated 
using an estimate of 750 Ibslperson. 

Sea Survival/Life Saving Equipment (1 ton) Provides assurance of specification 
compliance, modificatiodalteration to 
correct fleet deficiencies, QPL 
testing/certification, evaluates commercial 
equipment, and deve:lops new marine 
equipment. Loss of capability results in 
reduced safety for sailordmarines and 
increased risk for loss of life. 

Advanced Propulsion Machinery Facility (see attached narrative) 

Advanced Shipboard Auxiliary Machinery (see attached narrative) 
and Pulsed Power Facilities 

Advanced Electric Propulsion Development (see attached narrative) 
Facility and Electric Power Technology Lab 

,Machinery Acoustic Silencing Laboratory (see attached narrative) 
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BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL 
Enclosure (2) - LOSING BASE QUESTIONS 

JUSTIFICATION FOR THE RELOCATION OF THE ADVANCED PROPULSION 
MACHINERY FACILITY FROM ANNAPOLIS SITE TO PHILA1)ELPHIA SITE 

Valuemenefit to Navv DoD. Propulsion machinery system are the engines (non-nuclear), 
reduction gears, shafting, bearings and associated components which provide mobility, range, 
and endurance to surface ships, submarines and craft. These systems have a very large impact 
on ship readiness, sustainability, signatures, energy consumption, potential for waterlair 
pollution, and cost. For example, on surface ships propulsion machine~y systems account for 
about 25% of acquisition cost, 20% of maintenance, and 30% of crew manpower. This 
technical capability supports the Joint Mission Areas of strike, littoral, strategic deterrence, 
strategic/sealift, protection, and forward presence. The Navy gains signyificant benefits from 
this technical capability with "smart" buying of propulsion machinery because of the impact 
on mission performance, cost, and crew skills and size. 

Propulsion machinery systems are typically competitively procured as contractor furnished 
equipment by the shipbuilder and are a collection of components from a number of 
manufacturers. There is little standardization or system level engineering capability within 
industry and virtually no facilities for concept and equipment evaluation and certification. 

For propulsion machinery systems, the Navy establishes technical requirements, assesses 
and directs technology development, certifies and validates hardware, and provides support 
through the equipment life cycle. This technical capability provides the facilities, experience, 
and knowledge base to establish and validate technical requirements to assure "smart" 
acquisitions, affordable operations and maintenance, and on-going prob1e:m resolution/system 
upgrade capabilities. The knowledge base contributes to establishing Navy program priorities 
and policies. 

Statistics. Science & Technology (4 DWY); Acquisition Engineering (25 DWY) for a total of 
29 DWY's. 

Cumulative Exverience Base. This capability has 25 Scientists, Engineers and technicians 
with a cumulative experience base of greater than 400 years at Annapo1:is. 

Facilities and Eaui~ment. Advanced Propulsion Machinery Facility; Engine Development 
Laboratory; Shaftline Facility; Composite Shaft; Shaft Seal;and Thrust Bearings. 

Navv/DoD Imperatives. This capability ensures that ships and ship systems can be designed, 
constructed, safely operated and maintained with the best and most suitable shipboard 
propulsion machinery systems and components to achieve efficiency, weight & volume, 
power, signature, survivability and affordability (acquisition and life cycle) performance goals 
of the Navy. This site provides the Navy with Scientists and Engineers that are not 

Annapolis Site 
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BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL 
Enclosure (2) - LOSING BASE QUESTIONS 

influenced by proprietary or profit motives to improve, integrate and evaluate ship propulsion 
machinery systems. 

Future Requirements. Intercooled and Recouperated LM2500 (ICR) Le:ad ship SSN-21 Sea 
Trial Support; SSN-688 Improved Shaft Seal; NSSN. New more efficient, affordable 
propulsion machinery systems and equipments to meet Navy requirements for reduced cost, 
increased combat readiness, and sustainability on 21st century Navy ships and submarines 
with smaller crews and platforms with limited infrastructure support. 

Inherently Government Functions. (1) A "Smart Buyer" capability by providing the RDT&E 
necessary to transform Navy requirements into technicaVprocurement specifications (military 
and commercial), certification criteria and validation of designs for inte<grated naval 
propulsion machinery systems and components for the fleet; (2) Rapid response to operational 
problems; (3) Ensure technological superiority and avoid technological :surprise by translating 
new technologies and rapidly changing threats to system change; and (4.) Objectivelunbiased 
direction, evaluation, and monitoring of contractors. These efforts are c:ategorized as: 3% 
Sponsor, 76% Conduct, and 21% Appraise. 

Customers. Major customers of this site in FY93 were NAVSEA, ONE:, and Other Navy. 

Alternatives. No other activity currently provides this Machinery R&D., Systems Integration 
and Acquisition Support capability for shipboard propulsion machinery systems and 
components. Parts of this technical capability exist at commercial activities, but currently 
there is no single source that can provide the propulsion machinery systems integration 
expertise coupled with the critical facilities required to develop, design, assess and specify 
naval shipboard propulsion machinery systems to meet the stringent requirements for 21st 
century ships and submarines. 

Annapolis Site 
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BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL 
Enclosure (21 - LOSING BASE QUESTIONS 

JUSTIFICATION FOR THE RELOCATION OF ADVANCED SHIPBOARD 
AUXILIARY MACHINERY FACILITY AND PULSE POWER FACILITY FROM 
ANNAPOLIS SITE TO PHILADELPHIA SITE 

Value/Benefit to Navy DoD. This Annapolis Site technical capability ensures that the Navy 
will continue to have the best ships and submarines in the world powertsd by the best HM&E 
Systems in the world. Technical work in auxiliary machinery systems focuses on the 
development and specification of affordable shipboard systems and corn.ponents with enhanced 
performance and efficiency attributes. Full spectrum shipboard auxiliary machinery R&D, 
systems integration and acquisition support capabilities provide the critical expertise and 
facilities which are integrated with other HM&E technical capabilities (Propulsion Machinery 
and Electrical Machinery) at the Annapolis Site to meet demanding Navy requirements for 
reduced costs, and increased combat readiness and sustainability. As an example, the loss of 
the Annapolis Site would compromise the ability to integrate emerging mechanical and 
electrical technologies into cost-effective developments such as the Affordability Through 
Commonality and the Advanced Surface Machinery Programs; the Standard Machinery 
Control System; auxiliary elements of the Autonomic Ship; and the Electrothermal Gun. 
Annapolis facilities and expertise also ensure SUBSAFE machinery including seawater piping 
and components, and hydraulic steering and diving systems, and are integral to the 
development of affordable future pulsed-power strike and self-defense systems which exploit 
installed ship power such as the electric gun in a combined Dahlgren-Annapolis program. 

Statistics. Science & Technology (10 DWY); Acquisition Engineering (98 DWY) for a total 
of 108 DWY's. 

Cumulative Experience Base. This capability has 104 Scientists, Engineers and technicians 
and a cumulative experience base of greater than 2000 years at Annapo:lis. 

Facilities and Equivment. Advanced Shipboard Auxiliary Machinery Facility; Fiber Optic 
Sensor Technology Laboratory; and Pulsed Power Systems Facility. 

NavyDoD Im~eratives. Auxiliary machinery systems are essential elements in Naval 
missions. This technical capability certifies and validates the technical standards that allows 
ships to operate in all climates, remain at sea for extended periods, operate damaged when 
needed and maintain crew safety. Auxiliary machinery and pulse power are key elements in 
the full spectrum mission of the Carderock Division of the NSWC. This technical capability 
is the Navy's source of expertise and is required for other NSWC technical capabilities: 
Stealth, Propulsion, Electrical, Hull & Deck Machinery Systems Componenets, Hull Forms & 
Propulsors, Small Surface & Undersea Vehicles, Environmental Quality Science & Systems, 
Mine Warfare Systems, Amphibious Warfare Systems, Deep Ocean Technology, and 
Machinery Monitoring and Control. This site provides the Navy with Scientists and 
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BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL 
Enclosure (21 - LOSING BASE QUESTIONS 

Engineers that are not influenced by proprietary or profit motives to improve, integrate and 
evaluate shiplsubmarine auxiliary machinery systems. This capability allows the Navy to 
purchase new technology and systems as a "smart buyer" and to make s.ystem level decisions 
on affordable operation and maintenance policy which directly influences readiness. 

Future Re~uirements. Lead ship SSN-21 Sea Trial Support; NSSN; DDG-51 Flight 11, LPD- 
17, Next Generation Surface Combatant. This capability is vital to the :Navy of the future 
which demands auxiliary systems that will operate longer with less maintenance and 
downtime, meet strict technical guidelines, fulfill budget and manning rt:ductions and 
effectively counter and contain threats that new and deadly weapons pose to the fleet. The 
substantial investment that auxility machinery systems and components represent over a ships 
life cycle (14% by weight, 23% by cost and 30% of total maintenance h.ours) is compelling 
reason for maintenance of an organic auxiliary machinery systems technical capability. 

Inherentlv Government Functions. (1) A "Smart Buyer" capability by providing the RDT&E 
necessary to transform Navy requirements into technicaVprocurement sp~=cifications (military 
and commercial), certification criteria and validation of designs for integrated naval 
propulsion machinery systems and components for the fleet; (2) Rapid response to operational 
problems including in times of military crisis (technical analysis and fitness for purpose 
assessment of vitallcritical ship systems); (3) Ensure technological superiority and avoid 
technological surprise by translating new technologies and rapidly changing threats to system 
change; and (4) Objectivelunbiased direction, evaluation, and monitoring of contractors. 
These efforts are categorized as: 21% Sponsor, 66% Conduct, and 13% Appraise. 

Customers. Major customers of this site in FY93 were NAVSEA, ONR, and Other Navy. 

Alternatives. No other activity currently provides the Machinery R&D, Systems Integration 
and Acquisition Support capability for shipboard auxiliary machinery systems and 
components. Parts of this technical capability exist at commercial activities, but currently 
there is no single source that can provide the auxiliary machinery systernslcomponents 
integration expertise and the critical facilities required to develop, design, assess and specify 
naval shipboard auxiliary machinery systems to meet the stringent requirements for 21st 
century ships and submarines. 
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Enclosure (2)  - LOSING BASE QUESTIONS 

JUSTIFICATION FOR THE RELOCATION OF THE ADVANCED ELECTRIC 
PROPULSION DEVELOPMENT FACILITY AND THE ELECTRIC POWER 
TECHNOLOGY LABORATORY FROM THE ANNAPOLS SITE TO THE 
PHILADELPHIA SITE 

Valuelbenefit to Navv DoD. Advanced technology such as superconducting and permanent 
magnet electric drive and integrated power systems will provide ship architectural advantages, 
improved commonality of system elements will reduce logistic support burden, intelligent 
distribution systems will enhance passive survivability, improved warfighting will result from 
assuring continuity of energy supply to combat systems, and improved energy efficiency will 
result from deriving electric power from propulsion engines andlor fuel cells. This 
technology will be required to meet platform affordability, survivability., mobility, and 
performance. The Annapolis Site provides a unique combination of facilities and expertise to 
conduct research and development, experimental evaluations and simulations for electrical 
machinery systems and components in support of the Navy, other DOD components, and the 
Maritime Industry. The functions carried out under this technical capability are inherently 
governmental in that work includes exploration and development of newr concepts, validation 
of technical requirements, assessment of feasibility and practicality of proposed solutions, 
development of systems level solutions and transition of DOD technology to the private 
sector. This forms the basis for being the Navy's expert for electrical rr~achinery and gives 
the Navy the ability to make smart acquisition decisions. 

Statistics. Science & Technology (63 DWY); Acquition Engineering (25 DWY) for a total of 
88 DWY. 

Cumulative Exuerience Base. 82 Scientists Engineers and Technicians with an experence base 
of 1700 years. - 

Facilities. Advanced Electric Propulsion Development Facility; Electric Power Technology 
Facility. 

Navv/DoD Imperatives. The Annapolis Site is pursuing congressionally-xnandated 
developments in circuit breakers and MHD. The unique combination of expertise and 
facilities are used by both DOD and others for critical developments sucli as the S9G electric 
plant for NSSN, the Integrated Power System for SC-21,s well as support for SEAWOLF 
and AEGIS ship construction programs and developments for in service :fleet assets. This 
capability assures that ships and ship systems can be designed constructed, operated, and 
maintained with the best and most suitable electrical machinery and components to achieve 
efficiency, size, power, signature, and affordability (acquisition and life cycle) performance 
goals of the Navy. This site provides the Navy with scientists and engineers that are not 
influenced by proprietary or profit motives to improve, integrate, and evaluate shiplsubmarine 
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BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA C.4LL 
Enclosure (2) - LOSING BASE QUESTIONS 

electrical machinery systems. Under "Project Reliance," the Annapolis Site is pursuing 
cooperative development ($3 1M Navy contract) of advanced power semiconductor devices 
and applications with the Air Force, NASA, Army, ARPA, and the Electrical Power Research 
institute. Initiatives in electric propulsion include joint efforts with shipyards and key 
industrial suppliers. Cooperative efforts in the areas of superconducting magnets, 
magnetic energy storage, advanced circuit breakers, permanent magnet motors, and new power 
converter topologies are being pursued at the Annapolis Site, and Data Exchange Agreements 
with foreign Navies (MWDDEA-N-83-G-4233) are actively utilized. 

Future Requirements. New reduced weight,volume, and cost electric power machinery 
systems will be required to meet the Navy's requirements for affordable, combat damage- 
tolerant, and efficient 21st century fleet assets with smaller crews and limited infrastructure 
support. The Navy will also require technical leadership in advanced power technologies 
which are even now being applied to mine sweeping and ultra high power sonar systems. 

Inherently Governmental Functions. The tasks of establishing, certifying, and validating 
system performance is supported by a broad array of capabilities including full-scale testing 
of ship electric power machinery, rapid-prototyping of system conceptual1 designs, component 
fabrication technology, and simulation-based extrapolation of test results to predict 
performance of alternative designs and emerging technologies. Specific support services 
offered by the Annapolis Site with respect to electrical machinery include: (a) development 
of flexible, integrated electrical machinery systems to accommodate advanced hull forms, 
propulsor techniques, power sources and performance requirements, (b) maximum utilization 
of affordable commercial components and transfer of military technology to the industrial 
manufacturing sector, and to other governmental agencies, and (c) performance analysis of 
electrical machinery systems and components. 

Customers. Primary customers are ONR and NAVSEA, secondary sources include NAVAIR, 
ARPA, MSC, DNA, private industry and shipyards along with coopera1:ive research with Tri- 
Services/NASA. 

Alternatives. No other activity provides the full spectrum machinery RCkD, systems 
integration support capability for shipboard electrical machinery systems, and components. 
Complete loss of facilities would likely result in a long term loss of technical expertise 
derived from hands-on experimentation with emerging technology and complicated systems. 
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JUSTIFICATION FOR THE RELOCATION OF THE MACHINERY ACOUSTIC 
SILENCING LABORATORY FROM THE ANNAPOLIS SITE TO THE 
PHILADELPHIA SITE 

ValueIBenefit to Navv DoD. This Carderock Division technical capability ensures the stealth 
of current and future Navy ships. Responding to Naval Operational Requirements, machinery 
silencing products and system designs are conceived, developed and brought to fleet 
implementation to ensure that all Navy ships cost effectively meet ~per~ational acoustic 
signature objectives. The staff of scientists and engineers at the Annap801is Site is highly 
educated and experienced in all aspects of propulsion and auxiliary machinery acoustics. 
Supported by an extensive collection of machinery acoustic performanc~s data and world class 
facilities for acoustic evaluation of full scale machinery components at ,actual shipboard 
operating conditions, this group conducts R&D producing silencing innovations for applicaton 
in our most advanced operational and new-design surface ships and submarines. Machinery 
silencing innovations continue to be a key to achievement of stringent a.coustic stealth 
objectives, with emphasis on affordability. 

Statistics. Science & Technology (6 DWY); Acquisition Engineering (LC1 DWY) for a total of 
47 DWY's. 

Cumulative Experience Base. This capability has 53 Scientists, Engineers and Technicians 
with 47 DWYs and a cumulative experience base of greater than 1400 years at Annapolis. 

Facilities and Equipment. Our major, world class facilities, including the Machinery 
Acoustics Silencing Laboratory, provide the Navy's only capability to c80nduct R&D using full - - 
scale prototypes installed in air, gas, ventilation, fresh water, sea water, and oil systems which 
duplicate the full range of submarine and surface ship system steady state and transient 
operating conditions and parameters. 

NavyDoD Imperatives. The Annapolis Site has been tasked to provide the necessary 
machinery acoustic silencing technology and hardware to help ensure that our Navy's 
submarines and surface ships meet current and future acoustic operational requirements. 
Machinery system silencing platform design support is provided and silencing products are 
conceived, developed and implemented in the fleet to ensure that all Navy ships meet 
operational acoustic goals and requirements. 

Future Requirements. New more cost effective machinery silencing technology and hardware 
to meet Navy operational requirements for both deep ocean, littoral and special warfare 
scenarios. Both nuclear and diesel foreign submarines, and mines will continue to impose an 
acoustic threat. Our Navy must remain acoustically superior to effectiw:ly meet these threats. 
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Specific support will be required to meet NSSN design requirements and to support post lead 
ship machinery acoustic issues. 

Inherently Government Functions. Advising NAVSEA and PEO organizations on machinery 
acoustic design and development, and on submarine and surface ship acoustic design, 
construction and improvement issues is a uniquely Governmental "smart buyer", appraisal 
function performed by the Annapolis Site based on the perspective gained from conduct of 
current R&D tasks and on extensive experience of personnel. Specifications for R&D product 
implementation, technical guidance, design evaluation and hardware trouble shooting services 
are routinely provided to support silencing technology transition from the laboratory to the 
fleet. Objective technical support is provided to Navy acquisition managers in oversight of 
vendor and shipbuilder contract performance. The Annapolis Site speciiilizes in R&D product 
developments that address Navy machinery acoustic stealth requirements which are not 
encountered in the commercial sector. Phase I11 categorized these eff0fi.s as: 3% Sponsor, 
67% Conduct, and 24% Appraise. 

Customers. Major customers of this site in FY93 were NAVSEA, ONR, and Other Navy. 

Alternatives. The Annapolis Site is the international leader in Machinery Silencing 
Technology. There is no other assembly of experienced technical experts and facilities 
capable of developing and assessing the quietness of full-scale machinery at system operating 
conditions. For quiet machinery component and acoustic treatment deve:lopment, other 
government and private sites lack the demonstrated, machinery specific Research and 
Development capability of the Annapolis Site. No other activity has the experienced 
personnel, database and specialized full-scale test facilities necessary to address the full range 
of propulsion and auxiliary machinery component and piping system noise issues faced in ship, 
and submarine operation and design. Machinery silencing for Navy ships is a unique field 
learned by participation and by exchange of ideas within a stable workforce of senior and 
junior professionals. At Annapolis, synergistic benefits are realized by clevelopment of 
solutions to machinery acoustic issues involving both submarines and surface ships and the 
full spectrum of machinery component types. 
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JUSTIFICATION FOR RELOCATING THE SEA SURVIVAL/LIFIE-SAVING 
SYSTEMS FUNCTION FROM THE NSWC CARDEROCK DIVISION, ANNAPOLIS 
DETACHMENT, SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE) TO NSWC PHIL,QDELPHIA SITE. 

Testing, evaluation, and in-service engineering of shipboard life-saving equipment and 
sea survival systems are conducted to insure compliance to Navy specifications and standards 
for life safety: recommended changes to specifications, drawings, technical manuals and other 
related documents pertaining to these equipments are developed; first article and quality 
conformance evaluations of life-safety equipment are conducted; Fleet problems are resolved 
and modifications/improvements to existing equipment are recommended; the suitability of 
nondevelopmental items are evaluated for Navy use; and design changes are recommended as 
required. This function also serves as an adjudicating activity in litigation and provides expert 
testimony. This type of testing requires environmental chambers, accelerated aging apparatus, 
and standard materials testing apparatus. Equipments evaluated include: life preservers, 25- 
man inflatable life boats, and other sea rescue equipments. The evaluation of these devices 
requires a large temperaturelhumidity controlled area of approximately 1000 square feet with 
a 15-foot wide access. This work encompasses considerable direct interaction with the Fleet 
and insures increased levels of safety and reduced risk of loss of life for sailors and marines. 
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Table 2-A(2): Disposition of Personnel - Detail Data 
1. - 
11 From Losing Base: NSWC-Annapolis 11 
11 To Gaining Base:NSWCCarderock 11 

'see Attachment 11, DJD 011, Question 4. 

I 

'see Attachment 11, DJD 018. 

UIC 

61533 
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Table 2-B(2): Disposition of Personnel and Equipment - Summary 

From Losing Base: NSWC- Annapolis II 
I( To Gaining Base: NSWC-Carderock 11 

Supporting Data for Table 2-B. Use the space below to list the types of Mission 
Equipment, Support Equipment, Light Vehicles and Heavy Vehicles ide:ntified as required to 
be relocated in Table 2-B and the rationale for relocating this equipment. Attach additional 
sheets as necessary. 

Tvpe of EauipmentNehicles Rationale for R e l o c a m  
Information Systems R&D Functions - None 
Ship Materials R&D Facilities 

Thermal Spray Facility (2 tons) BRAC 91 realigned function to Carderock; 
Closure of Nike Site mandates relocation 
to Carderock Site. 

Polyurethane Processor (5 tons) BRAC 91 realigned function to Carderock; 
Closure of Nike Site: mandates relocation 
to Carderock Site. 

Reactive Metals Spray Forming Facilities BRAC 91 realigned function to Carderock; 
(23 tons) Closure of Nike Site mandates relocation 

to Carderock Site. 
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r ~ ~ m ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  FOR RELOCATING THE INFORMATION SYSTEMS' R&D ~ C T I O N  . ROM ANNAPOLIS SITE TO THE CARDEROCK SITE 
I 

T'he Information systems R&D function develops network concepts and software for machinery control 
as well as other types of information transfer and access on a much larger sciile. This well supported 
capability, with a small computer facility, is already located at the Carderock Site, although Annapolis has 
cognizance. No significant cost is involved in the "relocation". 

JUSTIFICATION FOR RELOCATING THE MATERIALS & PROCESSING FACILITIES FROM 
NSWC, CARDEROCK DIVISION, ANNAPOLIS DETACHMENT, SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE) 
TO THE CARDEROCK SITE 

The Ship Materials R&D functions were realigned during BRAC 91 to the Carderock Site. The field 
test facilities were retained at the Nike Site to minimize costs and associated ciisruptions. The closure of 
the Nike Site directs these critical facilities be moved to the Carderock Site, thereby being co-located with 
the remainder of the Materials R&D functions. No personnel realignments are required as they were 
included in the BRAC 91 actions. 

'see Attachment 11, DJD 08. 
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Table 2-A(3): Disposition of Personnel - Detail Data 

'See Attachment 11, DJD 08, 010, 025, 026. 
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Table 2-B(3): Disposition of Personnel and Equipment - Summary 

From Losing Base: NSWC-Annapolis' 

To Gaining Base:NSWC-White Oak 

Supporting Data for Table 2-B. Use the space below to list the types of Mission 
Equipment, Support Equipment, Light Vehicles and Heavy Vehicles identified as required to 
be relocated in Table 2-B and the rationale for relocating this equipment. Attach additional 
sheets as necessary. 

Type of EquipmentNehicles Rationale for Relocati 

Magnetic Fields Laboratory (60 tons) 
Individual support equipment(6tons) 
new site 

(see attached narrative) 
Enable engineer to function properly at 

(750 lbflperson) 

'See Attachment 11, DJD 08, 10, 025, 026. 
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JUSTIFICATION FOR THE RELOCATION OF MAGNETIC FIELDS LABORATORY 
SYSTEM FROM THE ANNAPOLIS SITE TO THE WHITE OAK SITE1 

ValueIBenefit to Navy DoD. This capability is focused toward the reduction of 
electromagnetic field signatures in the frequency range of D.C. through 10 KHz to acceptable 
threat levels. Responding to Navy Operational Requirements and Top Level Requirements, 
signature and silencing products are conceived, developed and brought to fleet implementation 
and ensure that all Navy ships have the lowest possible signatures coml~atible with the ship's 
mission. The technology is applicable to surface ships, submarines and minesweepers and 
includes R&D in addition to test and evaluation of silencing systems and acquisition support. 
The loss of the Annapolis site would result in the severe degradation of' the Navy's capability 
and corporate memory in submarine electromagnetic silencing and surface ship EM signature 
exploratory development. 

Statistics. Science & Technology (22 DWY). 

Cumulative Experience Base. This capability has 16 Scientists, Engineers and technicians 
with a total of 22 DWYs and cumulative experience base of greater thim 500 years at 
Annapolis. Note that 17 personnel are recommended to move with this capability. 

Facilities and Equipment. Magnetic Fields Laboratory (MFL), located in Annapolis MD, is 
the measurement complex that provides a magnetically clean environment for accurate 
measurement of magnetic fields of full-sized machinery operating under load. This 
machinery includes equipment such as motors, generators, bow thruster motors, motor 
controllers, etc. for use aboard ships such as minesweepers. The facilicv will also be 
upgraded to accommodate measurement of large-scale physical models of ships such as the 
new attack submarine. These measurements are required in order to sul9port degaussing coil 
design and calibration procedures. The MFL is the only facility in the U.S. that can provide 
these functions. 

NavvDoD Imveratives. NSWC has been chartered to provide electromagnetic signature 
measurement, analysis and control for surface ships and undersea vehic:les. To that end, 
NSWC provides an integrated signature reduction program that includes: technical program 
management; accountability, validation and certification; signature measurements and 
modeling; analysis of results; development of signature-control techniques; ship and ship- 
system design; stealth operational guidance and tactics; training of forces ashore and afloat. 
Signature and silencing products are conceived, developed, brought to fleet implementation, 
and supported to ensure that all Navy ships have the lowest possible vulnerability to 
detection, classification and targeting. NSWC's in-house expertise ensures that the Navy is a 
"smart buyer" of signature-reducing technologies, that solutions are cost-effective, and that 
they are compatible with ship missions. Signatures addressed at Annapolis are in 
electromagnetics in the D.C. through 10 kHz range. 

'See Attachment 11, DJD 08, 010, 025, 026. 
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Future Reauirements. Recent Navy experience has demonstrated the dangers of the rapid 
proliferation of mines among third-world countries. To minimize the villnerability of Navy 
vehicles to these and similar threats, the Navy must continue to develop improved and 
affordable technologies for reducing the electromagnetic signatures of ships. 

Inherently Government Functions. NSWC personnel respond to Navy Operational 
Requirements and Top-Level Requirements by conceiving, developing and bringing to fleet 
implementation signature and silencing products. About 25% of the effort is spent performing 
the Sponsor and Appraise functions: the remaining 75% Conduct portioil allows NSWC to 
maintain an appropriate balance of in-house expertise and out-of-house :support. 

Customers. Major customers in FY93 included NAVSEA, ONR, PEO-SUB, OPNAV, CIA, 
private industry and other Navy. Programs include joint efforts with other countries under 
approved international agreements. 

Alternative: Annapolis and White Oak both have technical capability in. Electromagnetic 
(EM) Signature and Silencing Systems which include facilities and people. This combined 
group represents the Navy's only capability in this inherently Governmental function. Closing 
the Annapolis site and not transferring any of the functions will severely impact the Navy's 
EM Signatures and Silencing efforts. We propose to consolidate and relocate all capabilities 
including 17 people of the Magnetics Fields Laboratory at Annapolis with the complementary 
electromagnetic signature complex owned by the NSWCCD, located at the NSWCDD-White 
Oak site. The advantages of the proposal is that the magnetic silencing expertise is preserved 
and the capability to measure operating ships machinery and all scale-physical models is 
preserved. 
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Table 2-A(4): Disposition of Personnel - Detail Data 
It il 
11 From Losing &re: N S W C - A ~ ~ ~ D O ~ ~ ~ ~  11 

To Gaininn Bane: NSWC-Naval Research Laboratorv. Chesa~eake Beach Detachment 11 

'see Attachment II, DJD 03, 09. 
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Table 2-B14): Diswsition of Personnel and Eaui~rnent - Sumrnarv 

From Losing Bau: N S W C - A M . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  

To Gaining Bar: NSWC-Naval Relerrch Laboratory, Chesapeake Beach Detachment 

I I I I I I 

Number of Light 0 0 0 0 

Number of Huvy 0 0 0 
Vehicles 

Supporting Data for Table 2-B. Use the space below to list the types of Mission 
Equipment, Support Equipment, Light Vehicles and Heavy Vehicles identified as required to 
be relocated in Table 2-B and the rationale for relocating this equipment. Attach additional 
sheets as necessary. 

T v ~ e  of Equipment/Vehicle~ Rationale for Relocaw 
Intermediate-scale Fire Testing (49 tons) Provides for fire eviduation and assessment 

of scaleable structural and full size 
machinery components as to failure mode 
and property loss (luring fires. Loss of 
capability would result in conducting more 
expensive large-scale testing prior to final 
decision on structural concepts and ship 
systems. 

'see Attachment 11, DJD 03, 09. 
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Justification for Relocating the Intermediate-Scale F i e  Testing  unction' from the 
NSWC, Carderock Division, Annapolis Detachment, Special Area (NIKE Site) to NRL, 
Chesapeake Beach Detachment. 

Intermediate-scale Fire Testing (ISFT) provides a cost-effective means of evaluating 
the fire response of all shipboard systems, items and equipment. This function provides the 
ability to evaluate in a scalable manner, the failure mode and proper tie:^ loss of shipboard 
systems during a fire event and the development of fire risk scenarios. ISFT is used to 
conduct RDT&E which links the configuration of surface ship and submarine passive 
protection systems, and the survivability of HM&E equipment against weapon effects. Many 
tests and criteria pertain only to the Navy due to ship construction materials, high weapon 
and fuel components, compartment orientation, and weapon threats. ISFT provides a bridge 
between small and large scale testing and enhances the confidence that small scale results will 
indeed predict large scale behavior. In many cases ISFT provides verit'lcation of bench scale 
results indicating that large scale testing may not be required. ISFI' is used to evaluate 
ship systems to include: submarine hull insulation, acoustic treatments, thermal insulation, 
shipboard electrical cables, coating systems, shipboard piping systems, and ducting. These 
items require rdistic scale fire evaluation with simulation of shipboard fire conditions. 
ISFT evaluations requires bum chambers, water pumping capabilities, smoke precipitation, 
and test fixturelrig fabrication, which results in fire sizes, up to and including 200 kW. 
There are also numerous requirements for environmental hazard minimization, e.g., air and 
ground water contamination control, which require permits, licenses, etc. These 
requirements are easily met at NRL, Chesapeake Beach Detachment.machinery components 
as to failure mode and property loss during fires. Loss of capability would result in 
conducting more expensive large-scale testing prior to final decision on structural concepts 
and ship systems. 

'see Attachment IT, DJD 03, 09. 
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NOTE: This accomodates the Joint Spectrum Center, presently a tenant at the NSWC 
Annapolis Site. It is a non-DON fully owned and operated activity. 'I'hese personnel reflect 
the "tenant" levels at this actvity for this function. 

Table 2-A(5): Disposition of Personnel - Detail Data Table 

From Losing Bare: NSWC-Arurapolir 

To Gaining Bare: Annapolis, MDLeascd Space (See Note Below) 

I' 

'see Attachment 11, DJD 02, 04. 
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Table 2-B(5): Disposition of Personnel and Equipment - Summary 
-- -- 

11 Fmm Losing Lu: ~S~C!-Anna~olia '  

1) To Gaining B.w: Annapolis, MDLeascd Space, See Note I Below 11 

Note 1 : This accomodates the Joint Spectrum Center, presently a tenant at the NSWC 
Annapolis Site. It is a non-DON owned and operated activity. These jersonnel reflect the 
"tenant" levels at this activity for this function. 

Note 2: Cost of moving the "mission" and "support" equipment was provided by the Joint 
Spectrum Center and is included in Table 2-F.c.8. 

Supporting Data for Table 2-B. Use the space below to list the types of Mission 
Equipment, Support Equipment, Light Vehicles and Heavy Vehicles identified as required to 
be relocated in Table 2-B and the rationale for relocating this equipment. Attach additional 
sheets as necessary. 

T v ~ e  of Euuipment/Vehicle~ Rationale for Relocal& 

Please see Note 2 above 

'see Attachment 11, DJD 02, 04. 
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Table 2-C: Eliminated Billets/Positions 

Using the Base Loading Data Attachment, identify, by UIC, for both the host and tenant 
activities, the number of military billets and/or civilian positions which will be eliminated as 
a result of the closure/realignment scenario. For each UIC on the Base Loading Data 
Attachment where military billets and/or civilian positions will be eliminated, make a 
separate entry on Table 2-C. Identify the number of Officer Billets, Enl.isted Billets and/or 
Civilian Positions which will be eliminated in each Fiscal Year. Note that for a total closure 
scenario, the total number of billets/positions moved plus those eliminated must equal the 
entire workforce at the activity as of the end of FY 2001 as shown on Base Loading Data 
Attachment. Numbers entered here should reflect a thorough review of staffing requirements 
at both the losing and receiving sites, and include potential job elimi.nations which would 
result from consolidation efficiencies, economies of scale, etc. Reductions should reflect 
both overheadlsupport eliminations and direct labor eliminations, as applaopriate. 
Eliminations should be entered in the year(s) in which they are expected to occur, for 
example, if 80 civilian positions will be eliminated in FY 2000 and an additional 50 
positions will be eliminated in FY 2001, then enter the data as follows: FY 1996 - 1999 = 0, 
FY 2000 = 80, FY 2001 = 50, Total = 130. Do identify any of the following as 
eliminated billetslpositions in Table 2-C: 

Planned Force Structure Reductions (FY 1996 through 2001). 
Military Students. 
Non-DON tenants. 

Drilling reservists should also not be included in numbers of eliminated billets. Disposition of 
any tenant or reserve activities must be adequately coordinated. 
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Table 2-C: Eliminated Billets/Positions 

NOTE 1: This accomodates the Joint Spechum Center, presently a tenant at the NSWC Annapolis Site. 11 is a non-DON owned and 
operated activity. These personnel reflect the "tenant" levels at this activity for this function. 

Note 2: The ZTC "FFGSNO" (i.e. Jdnt Spectrum Center) reflects a "zero" bilietlpapition loss as they are not included in the NSWC 
Annapdis Site end strengths. Them are no NSWC Annapolis empioyeea working at this facility. 

Make additional copies of this table, or add rows to it, as necessary, to include each 
hosthenant activity with eliminated positionshillets. 
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Table 2-D: Manpower Reconciliation Data. It is imperative that all manpower is 
accurately accounted for in the closure/realignment scenario. Using the data from the Base 
Loading Data Attachment and Tables 2-B and 2-C, complete the "reconciliation" table shown 
on the next page. Note that Line C of the table should include any changes in manpower 
resulting from the implementation of prior BRAC actions at the base. These changes should 
also be annotated on the Base Loading Data Attachment and reflected in Line D of the table, 
"End FY 2001." 

(see next page) 
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Table 2-D: Manpower Reconciliation ~ a t a ' ' ~  

Note 1: This a c c d ( e r  h e  Joint SpecWm Center, presently a tenant at the NSWC Annapolis Site. It is a non-DON owned a d  
operated activity. l h e r  persomi reflect the "temnt' levels at this activity for this function. 

Notes: Do not fill in ahaded cells. Double check your work. Line H (which is the sum of number of biSlets1positions moving, eliminated 
and remaining at the Loling Base) must equal Line D (the number of billetslpositions at the end of FY 2001). 

' ~ e e  Attachment 11, DJD 02, Question 1. 

'see Attachment 11, DJD 012. 
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Table 2-E: Caretaker Requirements (Mothball Scenarios Onlv). Complete the table 
below to identify any permanent caretaker requirements associated wit11 a "mothball" 
(deactivation) scenario. Caretakers should onlv be identified if an activitv will be 
mothballed as opposed to closed or reali~ned. Scenario data call taskinns will identify if 
this is a "mothball" scenario. This area should not be used to identify temporary caretaker 
requirements associated with closure of the facility. If some or all of the activity will be 
mothballed, as opposed to closed or realigned, then identify the number of military and/or 
civilian caretakers that will be required to remain permanentlv at the activity. Enter the 
number of caretakers which will be added to the activity in each year. For example, if 100 
caretakers will be required in 1996, and then this number will be increased to 150 in 1997 
and out, then enter 1996 = 100, 1997 = 50, leave 1998 through 2001 bl.ank, and enter 150 as 
the total. 

Table 2-E: Caretaker Requirements ("Mothball" Scenarios Only) 

Losing Base Name: NSWC-Annapolis 

Civilian 0 0 0 
Caretakers 

* Support to be provided by Annapolis Naval Station (or Contractor) for the Deep Ocean 
Simulation Facility. 
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Enclosure (21 - LOSING BASE QUESTIONS 

Table 2-F: Dvnamic Base Information 

Complete the following "Supporting Data" section. Then, summarize this data in the 
Summary Data Table (2-F) that immediately follows this "Supporting ]Dataw section. Show 
all entries in ($000). 

Table 2-F: Supporting Data: 

a. Other One-Tie Unique Costs. Identify any other one-time unique costs at the losing 
base which will not be calculated automatically by the COBRA algoritl~ms (as noted in the 
Introduction section). Examples include use of temporary office space, lease termination 
costs, etc. Only costs directly attributable to the closurelrealignment action should be 
identified. This area should not be used to identifv routine moving or personnel costs. which 
are calculated automatically bv the COBRA algorithms. nor should it be used to identify one- 
time unique moving costs which will be addressed separatelv in item c. below, For each 
unique one-time cost, identify the amount, year in which the cost will ibe incurred and 
describe the nature of the cost. Do not double count any costs identifiled on Gaining Base 
tables (Enclosure (3)). 

Losing Base: NSWC-Annapolis 

1. $11,20OK 1996 Contract termination  cost^;^^^ BEST ESTIMATE due to 
varying contract types and termination dam. See explanation 
note below. 

I 
$ 4,700K 1997 
$ 1,000K 1998 

2. $ 8,919K 1999 Depreciation of Capital Equipment; Assumed constant after FY 99 

3. $ 15K 1996 Close Library, pack & ship books and periodicals to NSWC, 
Philadelphia 

Note: Termination costs are based upon total contracting load executed by the Supply 
Department (excludes NAVFAC based contracts) for Annapolis in FY94. Assumes 
termination of contracts for convenience of the government and a 5 % c:scalation per year. 
Termination fees calculated per 100% for firm fixed price contracts; 5 96 for costltime 
reimbursable and material services contracts; and 3% for value of indefinite deliverylquantity 
contracts. All costs reflect an estimated contracting load of Post BRACl 91 Annapolis 
functions and a phasing out over the period of the operational functions of the site. Please 
see Response #DJD 03 of 30 Nov 94 for a comparison between Scenario 35 and 35A. 

'See Attachment 11, DJD 03, Question 1. 

2 ~ e e  Attachment IT, DJD 013, Questions 1, 2. 
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b. Other One-Time Unique Savings. Identify any other one-time unique savings at the 
losing base which will not be calculated automatically by the COBRA iilgorithms (as noted in 
the Introduction section). Examples include net proceeds to DoD resulting from an existing 
MOU with a state or local government, one-time environmental compliimce cost avoidances, 
etc. This area should not be used to identify routine moving or personnel savings, which are 
calculated automatically by the COBRA algorithms. Do not include Construction Cost 
Avoidances (which were identified in a separate data call), or Procurement Cost Avoidances 
lwhich are covered under item i. below). For each savings, identify the amount, year in which 
it will occur and describe the nature of the savings. Only savings directly attributable to the 
closure/realignment action should be identified. Do not double count any savings identified 
on Gaining Base tables (Enclosure (3)). 

Losing Base: NSWC-Annavolis 

- EY Cost - Description 

None 

Annapolis Site 
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 

UIC 61533 
6 Dec 1994 

Enclosure (2) 



BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL 
Enclosure (2) - LOSING BASE QUESTIONS 

c. One-Time Unique Moving Costs. The COBRA algorithms use standard packing and 
shipping rates to calculate the cost of transporting equipment and vehicles. Identify here 
only those unique moving costs associated with movements out of the losing base that would 
be incurred in addition to standard packing and shipping costs associated with tonnage and 
vehicles identified in Table 2-B. Examples of unique moving costs include packing, special 
handling or recalibration of specialized laboratory or industrial equipment; movement of 
special materials, etc. If unique costs identified here include packing imd shipping costs, 
then ensure that tonnage for this "unique" equipment is not included under the Mission and 
Support equipment identified in Table 2-B. For each cost included in the table above, 
identify the amount, year in which the cost will be incurred, the name of the gaining base 
and a brief description of the cost. 

Losing Base: NSWC-Annapolis 
cost1 ($K) FY Gaining Base Description 

1. $5000K 97 NSWC-White Oak Disassembly of Magnetic Fields Laboratory 
equipment and sensors and reassembly and 
calibration. 

2. $10000K 96-98 NSWC-Philadelphia Disassembly of the .kivanccxl Propulsion 
Machinery Facility and reassemble and 
calibration. 

3. $4900K 97 NSWC-Philadelphia Disassembly of Machinery .Acoustic Silencing _ -  - 
Laboratory and reassembly and calibration. 

4. $2200K 96-97 NSWC-Philadelphia Disassembly of Advanced Shipboard Auxiliary 
Machinery Facilities and reassembly and 
calibration. 

5. $2300K 97 NSWC-Philadelphia Disassembly of the Advanced Electric Propulsion 
Development Facility and reassembly and 
calibration. 

6. $3000K 97 NSWC-Philadelphia Disassembly of the Electric Power Technology 
Facility and reassembly and calibration 

7. $2000K 96 NSWC-Philadelphia Disassembly of the Pulsed Power Facility and 
reassembly and calibration 

8. $1 100K 97 Annapolis, MD Move all Joint Spectrum Center Property, 
including installation and cei-tification of the main 
frame computer. 

9. $ 25K 97 NSWC-Carderock Move the Thermal Spray System Facility and 
recalibrate the system. 

10. $ 25K 97 NSWC-Carderock Move the Polyurethane Processor Facility and 
recalibrate the system. 

11. $ lOOK 97 NSWC-Carderock Move the Reactive Metals Spray Forming 
Facilities and recalibrate the systems. 

Note: Joint Spectrum, a non-DON tenant activity, is being moved to leased space at Annapolis. MD. 

'see Attachment II, DJD 019, Question 1. 
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d. and e. Changes in Mission Costs. Items d. and e. should be used to identify those 
changes in mission costs that result from the closurelrealignment action, but are not counted 
elsewhere in this data call response or COBRA algorithms. For example, do not include 
changes in non-payroll Base Operating Support (BOS), Family Housing Operations, housing 
allowances, CHAMPUS costs/savings, or salary savings for eliminated positions/billets, all of 
which are calculated by other COBRA algorithms. Examples of items to include here are 
changes in operating costs due to the transfer of workload to gaining bases, economies of 
scale, changes in travel requirements, differences in wage grade labor ra.tes or locality pay 
differentials, changes in the amount of mission work performed on contract, and changes in 
utility requirements or ADP/telecommunications costs not included in responses provided in 
the Base Operating Support tables of Data Call 66. 

For purposes of calculating changes in costs associated with the transfer of mission workload 
from a losing to a gaining base, the following information is provided below. Calculations 
should take into consideration both economies of scale and differences in operating costs. 
Remember, any salary savings resulting from eliminated military billets andlor civilian 
positions must be identified as a number of billets/positions eliminated i n  Table 2-C. Do not 
include basic salary and fringe benefit savings associated with billetslpositions identified as 
eliminated on Table 2-C. Also, do not identify changes in the non-pay~:oll BOS Costs 
(including non-payroll G&A for DBOF activities) reported in Data Call 66. 

First, identify economies of scale by examining the historic pattern of how labor, overhead 
and other costs vary with workload volume (adjust prior year costs for inflation to make them 
comparable; use statistical tests to determine the type of relationship thal; exists). The 
relationship between costs and workload can then be used to estimate changes in labor and 
overhead rates which result from the projected change in workload. Ecclnomies of scale 
benefits will generally accrue to gaining bases on an incremental basis, as the workload ramps 
up, and will remain in future years after all workload is transitioned. 

Second, calculate resulting changes in operating costs. Changes in operating costs should be 
calculated by pricing out direct labor manhours of work, using the projected labor and 
productive overhead rates (which have been adjusted to take into consideration economies of 
scale resulting from the workload transfer) for both the losing and gaining base. The 
difference in total costs associated with the workload transition is then identified as the net 
change in mission costs. Relative differences in the numbers of hours required to complete a 
project at the losing base and gaining base(s) should be taken into consicleration, if 
identifiable. Also, include contract costs in this analysis, but unless cost changes are 
identifiable, assume that contract price rates will remain constant. 

If a net change in mission costs is included in the data call response, the response must 
also include supporting data to show calculations and methodology used to estimate this 
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change in costs. Furthermore, data used in these calculations must be consistent with 
previously submitted certified data. 
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d. Net Mission Costs. Complete the following worksheet to identify any net recurring 
increases in mission costs associated with the closure/realignment of the losing base and/or 
transfer of workload to gaining bases. For each net cost increase, identify the name of the 
gaining base where the workload will be transferred (if applicable), cost increases by year and 
describe the nature of the cost increase. If this worksheet is filled in, provide supporting data 
to show calculations and methodology used to estimate these cost increases. 

Add additional lines to worksheet as necessary. 

r 

MISSION COST IMPLICATIONS OF EARLY TERMINATION OF NON-CFC1 AIR 
CONDITION R&D 

The Air Conditioning and Refrigeraton CFC elimination R&D program is scheduled to 
complete R&D for CFC-12 AC plants in FY94, for CFC-12 refrigeration plants in FY95 and 
for CFC-114 plants in FY 2002. The program is using all means available to accommodate 
production bans beginning in FY95 including maximum stockpiling and a substantial R&D 
program. The quantities of CFC's in reserve are based on an aggressive: conversion schedule 
which is in turn based on an aggressive R&D schedule. Terminating the R&D program in 
1998 will compromise the CFC-114 conversion schedule, which delays fleet implementation, 
which depletes reserve stockpile, prior to the availability of replacement fluids, which means 
that ships will not have the required cooling power to operate combat systems and other 
critical cooling needs. In addition, the Navy's needs for CFC's are driven by leak rates 
which will result in fines of up to $25,000 per day. The CFC-114 units affected by early 
termination are associated with SSN-688, SSN-726, SSN-21, DDG-51, CG-47, DD-963, 
DDG-993, 

Net Mission Costs (Cost Increases) Worksheet 

Losing Base: NSWC-Annapolis I 

'See Attachment 11, DJD 08, 014, 016, 017, 021, 023, 024. 
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DDG-993, LHD-1, LHA-1, AOE-6, and AS-39/AD-41, and could prcxluce fines on the 
order of tens of millions of dollars per day. 

e. Net Mission Savings. Complete the following worksheet to identify any net recurring 
decreases in mission costs associated with the closure/realignment of the losing base andfor 
transfer of workload to gaining bases. For each net cost decreases, identify the name of the 
gaining base where the workload will be transferred (if applicable), cost decreases by year 
and describe the nature of the cost decrease. If this worksheet is filled in, provide supporting 
data to show calculations and methodology used to estimate these cost decreases. 

Add additional lines to worksheet as necessary. 

I 

r 
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Losing Base: NSWC-Annapolis I 
Gaining Base 

1. None 

Description: 
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f. Miscellaneous Recurring Costs. Identify any other recumng costs at the losing base which will 
not be calculated automatically by the COBRA algorithms (as noted in the Introduction section), 
e.g., new leases of facilities or equipment, etc. For each cost, identify the amount, year in which 
the cost will begin and describe the nature of the cost. Only costs directly attributable to the 
closure/realignment action should be identified. (Do not include changes in non-payroll BOS, 
Family Housing Operations, housing allowances or CHAMPUS costs, all of which are calculated by 
other COBRA algorithms.) Do not double count changes in Mission cost!; shown above. Do not 
double count any costs identified on Gaining Base tables (Enclosure (3)). 

Losing Base: NSWC-Annapolis 

Annual Cost FY Descri~tion 

1 .  255 K 97 ~ o t h b a l l '  cost for D e y  ocean Pressure Facility (See Note 1) 
2. 331 K 97 Additional travel costs 

Note 1: The recurring annual costs for the Deep Ocean Pressure Facility provides for basic services I 

(environmental controls). The environmental controls are required to maintain thie future certifiability of this 
high pressure tank system. These e71vironmental controls consist of maintaining facility temperature 
sufficiently above the freezing point of water in the Winter to preclude the possibility of dama e due to the 
expansion of frozen water, purging of and placing a nitrogen blanket in the gaseous portions o f the system to 
prevent possibility of corrosion within the pipes, and control of humidity throu bout the facility to control the 
rate of corrosion on the exterior portions of the facility. The cost was obtainef from a proportionate 
allocation of cost to retain in a "reserve" status from the Detailed Inventory of Naval Shore Facilities 
(NAVFAC P-164). The "reserve" category in NAVFAC P-164 Detailed Inventory of Naval Shore Facilities, 
is the same as "moth ball", i.e. it is the category between "standby" and "abandon '. 

Note 2: These recurring annual costs account for the additional direct travel tolfrom Carderock~Washington, 
DC area incurred b personnel relocated from Annapolis to Philadelphia. This relocation increases the h average round trip om 80-100 miles to a roximately 300 miles. Accounting for additional non-productive 
time would add a further annual cost of $ 8 K. For simplicity, it is assumed tha.t these costs begin in FY 97 
and remain stable thereafter. 

PB 
g. Miscellaneous Recurring Savings. Identi any other recurring savings at the losing base which 
will not be calculated automatically by the CO 2' RA algorithms (as noted in the Introduction section), 
e.g. ,  elimination of leases of facilities or equipment, etc. For the savings, identify the amount, year 
in which each will begln and describe the nature of the savings. On1 savings directly attributable 
to the closure/realignment action should be identified. (Do not inclu d' e changes in non-payroll BOS, 
Family Housing rations, housin allowances, CHAMPUS costs or saliuy savings for eliminated 
psitions/billets, %Y of which are c f culated by other COBRA algorithms.)~ Do not double count 
changes in Mission Costs shown above. Do not double count any savings identified on Gaining 
Base tables (Enclosure (3)). 

Losing Base: NSWC- Annapolis 

A n n u a l s  - FY Descri~tion 

1 .  None 

'see Attachment 11, DJD 04, 015. I 
2 ~ e e  Attachment 11, DJD 09, Question 3. I 
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h. Land Sales. Identify any proceeds, if identifiable and realistically expected to be received, 
which would be realized through the sale of excessed property at the losing base(s). In most cases, 
proceeds will not be realized from the sale of land at closed activities. However, if unusual 
circumstances warrant, identify estimated amount of proceeds, number of (acres to be sold and 
rationale for assuming that proceeds will be obtained. 

Losing Base: NSWC-Anna~olis 

Revenues No. of Acres Rationale 

1. None 

i. Procurement Cost Avoidances. Identify  an^ procurement cost avoidar~ces which would be 
realized as a result of the closure/realignment scenario. Items identified here must not include any 
funds, regardless of appropriation, identified as BOS costs in Data Call 66., An example of a cost to 
include here would be a planned "Other Procurement account" purchase of a computer system, 
which will no longer be required as a result of the closure/rx!ignment action. For each cost 
avoidance, identify the amount, year in which the cost would have been incurred, whether the cost 
avoidance is one-time or recurring in nature, and the nature of the cost avo'd 1 ance. 

Losing Base: NSWC-Annapolis 

c!W a One-TimeIRecurring Explanatioq 

1. None 

j. Facility Shutdown. If an activity is being realigned but not completely closed, then identify the 
number of square feet of Class 2 real property (buildings), excluding family housing, MWR and 
utilities facilities, which will be shut down at the losing base as a result of this action. If an activity 
is being completely closed, then just enter "All". The Base Loading Data Attachment includes an 
identification of total square feet for the activity and should be referred to in answering this 
question. Note that this entry should be shown in "thousands of square feet" (KSF). 

hsing Base: NSWC-Anna~oli~ 

Facility KSF Shutdown: 598 KSF' 

'see Attachment 11, DJD 09, Question 1. 
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Notel: Attachment 1: Base Loading Data for Scenario 3-20-0198-035 shows a value of 
zero (0) for Total Facility Square Footage. The correct figure is 629 
KSQFT. 

Note 2: Nike Site accounts for 10 KSF of lost facilities I 
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Summarize data shown in response to supporting data questions a. through j. above in the following 
table. Note that all entries must be shown in ($000). 
Table 2-F(1)Dynamic Base Information Summary 

'see Attachment 11, DJD 020. 

It 

2 ~ e e  Attachment 11, DJD 09. 

Annapolis Site 
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 

j. Fac. Shutdown (KSF) 598' 

Note 1: "Miscellaneous Recurring Costs" provide for the Deep Ocean Facility moih ball costs. 
Note 2: Miscellaneous recurring costs are entered for the first year of occurence per COBRA instructions. 
Note 3: Miscellaneous additional costs for recurring travel from Philadelphia to Washington. 
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0 
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0 
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0 
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NSWC PHILADELPHIA SUBMISSION (3-20-0198-035A) 

ENCLOSURE (3) - GAINING BASE QUESTIONS 

Complete a separate Enclosure (3) - Gaining Base Questions, as appropriate, for each 
"gaining" base involved in the closure/realignment scenario. Make additional copies of 
this enclosure as necessary. Tables included in this enclosure are 3-A and 3-B. Enter the 
name of the Gaining Base in the block below. 

Table 3-A - Dvnarnic Base Information. Complete the following "Supporting Data" section. 
Then, summarize this data in the Summary Data Table (3-A) that immediately follows this 
"Supporting Data" section. Show all entries in ($000). 

Gaining Base: 

Table 3-A: Supporting Data 

NSWC-PHILADELPHIA 

a. Other One-Time Unique Costs. This item has been divided into two sections. 
First separately identify any Community Infrastructure Impact costs. Second, separately 
-9 

identify any other One-Time Unique costs. Finally, when transferring these figures to 
the Summary Data Table (3-A), combine both sets of numbers into'one "Other One- 
Time Unique Costs" answer (by year). 

1 

a. (1) Community Infrastructure Impacts. Identify any cost impacts on 
community infrastructure at gaining bases which would result from the transfer of 
functiondpersonnel, e.g., requirement to build new sewage treatment facility, etc. For each 
cost, identify the amount, year in which it would be incurred, location (city, etc.), and a brief 
description of the requirement. Answers must be consistent with certified data contained in 
the gaining base's Data Call 65, "Economic and Community Infrastructure Data", response. 
Ensure that adequate coordination takes place, especially in those cases where the gaining and 
losing base are in different claimancies. Remember to aggregate this answer with 2.a.(2) 
costs on the next page, if any, when transfemng data to Summary Table. 

Gaining Base: NSWC-PHILADELPHIA 

- FY Cost - Location Descri~tion 

1. NONE 

NOTE: There will be no community infrastructure impact. The City of Philadelphia 
and the surrounding major metropolitan area can absorb the increase in personnel from 
losing base (NSWC Annapolis) without impact. 
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NS WC PHILADELPHIA SUBMISSION (3-20-0198-035A) 

ENCLOSURE (3) - GAINING BASE QUESTIONS 

a. (2) Other Unique One-Time Costs. Identify any other one-time unique costs at 
the gaining base which will not be calculated automatically by the COEIRA algorithms (as 
noted in the Introduction section). Examples include use of temporary office space, etc. 
Only costs directly attributable to the closure/realignment action should be identified. 
area should not be used to identify routine movina or uersonnel costs, vvhich are calculated 
automatically by the COBRA algorithms, nor should it be used to identify one-time unique 
moving costs which will be addressed in the Losing Base tables (enclosure (2)). For each 
unique one-time cost, identify the amount, year in which the cost will be incurred and 
describe the nature of the cost. Do not double count any costs identified on Losing Base 
tables (Enclosure (2)). Remember to aggregate with 2.a.(l) costs on the: previous page, if 
any, when transferring data to Summary Table. 

Gaining Base: NSWC-PHILADELPHIA 

Cost - FY - Descri~tion 

1. $21.4K % 107 people @$200/person 
$28.OK 97 140 people @$2OO/person 
$ 2.8K 98 14 people @$200/person 

Personnel from losing base can be accommodated by NSWC-PHILADELPHIA. 

Note: NSWC-Philadelphia is consolidating personnel into larger and fewer buildings as a .. 
result of past BRAC actions. The largest building, being vacated by PNSY as a 
BRAC'91 action, will house personnel from excessed portions of the Naval Station and 
allows closure and disposal of several NSWC-Philadelphia buildings. Costs for these 
actions are covered by previous BRAC decisions. As a result of these consolidations, 
NSWC-Philadelphia will have 350 excess office working spaces that were intended to be 
laid up. Costs to continue using these spaces consists of phone and computer hookup, 
furniture relocation and space cleanup. 

Note: $200/person up to 350 people (phone, computer hookup/space ~cleanup/systems 
furniture relocation). 
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NSWC PHILADELPHIA SUBMISSION (3-20-0198-035A) 

ENCLOSURE (31 - GAINING BASE QUESTIONS 

Description 

25K 96 Advanced Propulsion Machinery Facility 
lOOK 97 Machinery Acoustics Silencing Laboratory 
50K 96 Advanced Shipboard Auxiliary Machinery Facilities 
40K 97 Advanced Electric Propulsion Development Facility 
50K 97 Electric Power Technology Facility 
50K 96 Pulsed Power Facility 
5K 97 Sea Survival (NIKE) 
- 
320K 96-97 Total 

Notes: NSWC-Philadelphia's existing plant infrastructure is designed fbr low cost and rapid 
change out of test facilities. Utilities such as electrical power, cooling water, air and fuel are 
available throughout the test buildings. Foundations are specially rehforced with unique "T- 
block" design to accommodate different footprints of equipment. Space is available to 
accommodate the facilities in question. Input to this scenario were coc~rdinated between the 
losing and gaining activities. The losing activity estimates include movement and reconstruction 
of the test facilities at the gaining activity including: lay-up, removal, packing, shipping, 
unpacking, installation, alignment and preparation testing of the facility . Special requirements 
(such as acoustic foundations) are included with losing site estimates. Gaining sites estimates 
include clean out of the site, removal of existing equipment and tie in of utilities to the site. 
One site, the Machinery Acoustic Silencing Laboratory, will require retention of a building 
being closed by BRAC'91. Costs for maintenance and repair, fire protection, security utilities, 
trash removal and other miscellaneous costs are included in paragrapti (d). 

b. Other One-Time Unique Savings. Identify any other one-time unique savings at the 
gaining base which will not be calculated automatically by the COBRA algorithms (as noted in the 
Introduction section). This area should not be used to identify routine moving or ~ersonnel savings, - 

which are calculated automaticallv bv the COBRA algorithms. Do not include MILCON Cost 
Avoidances (which were identified in a separate data call). or Procuremeni: Cost Avoidances (which 
are covered in the losing base enclosure), For each savings, identify the amount, year in which it - 
will occur and describe the nature of the savings. Only savings directly attributable to the 
closure/realignment action should be identified. Do not double count any savings identified on 
Losing Base tables (Enclosure (2)). 

'see Attachment 11, DJD 019, Question 1. 
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NS W C PHILADELPHIA SUBMISSION (3-20-0198-035A) 

ENCLOSURE (3) - GAINING BASE QUESTIONS 

Gaining Base: NSWC-PHILADELPHIA 
QSJ - FY Description 

1. NONE 

c. Environmental Mitigation. Environmental cleanup costs at closing bases are not 
considered in COBRA, since these costs will be incurred regardless of whether the activity is closed 
or remains opened. If, however, additional environmental costs are incunred at gaining bases as the 
result of a transfer of functions or personnel, these costs should be identified, e.g., wetland 
mitigation, environmental impact statements at gaining bases, new permits, etc. Identify below any 
non-Military Construction environmental mitigation costs which will be inczurred as a result of this 
closure/realignment action. (Note: Military Construction Costs for environmental mitigation are 
identified in Table 3-B). For each cost, identify the amount, year in which the cost will be incurred 
and a brief description of the cost. 

Gaining Base: NS WC-PHILADELPHIA 

1. NONE 

d. Miscellaneous Recurring Costs. Identify any other recumng costs associated with 
the closure/realignment action at the gaining base which will not be calculiited automatically by the 
COBRA algorithms (as noted in the Introduction section), e.g., new leases of facilities or 
equipment, etc. For each cost, identify the year in which the cost will beerin and describe the nature 
of the cost. Only costs directly attributable to the closure/realignment action should be identified. 
(Do not include changes in non-payroll BOS, Family Housing Operations, housing allowances or 
CHAMPUS costs, all of which are calculated by other COBRA algorithms.). Do not double count 
any costs identified on Losing Base tables (Enclosure (2)). 

Gaining Base: NS WC-PHILADELPHIA 

Annual Cost - FY Description 

Maintenance and repair, fire protection, 
utility and other miscellaneous costs of a 
building previously closed by BRAC'91. 

'see Attachment 11, DJD 019, Questions 2a, 2b. 

Annapolis Site 
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 

UIC 61533 
12 Dee 1994 1 

Enclosure (3) 



BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA C.4LL 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA SUBMISSION (3-20-0198-035A) 

ENCLOSURE (3) - GAINING BASE QUESTIONS 

e. Miscellaneous Recurring Savings. Identify any other recurring savings associated 
with the closure/realignment action which will not be calculated automaltically by the model, 
e-g., elimination of leases of facilities or equipment, etc. For the savings, identify the year in 
which each will benin and describe the nature of the savings. Only savings directly 
attributable to the closure/realignment action should be identified. (Do not include changes in 
non-payroll BOS, Family Housing Operations, housing allowances, CHPMPUS costs or salary 
savings for eliminated positions/billets, all of which are calculated by other COBRA 
algorithms.). Do not double count any savings identified on Losing Base tables (Enclosure 
(2)). 

Gaining Base: NS WC-PHILADELPHIA 

Annual Savings Description 

1. NONE 

f. Land Purchases. Identify any land purchases required at gaining bases to 
accommodate relocating activities/functions. Identify the cost, number of acres, year in which 
purchase will occur and a brief description identifying why the land needs to be purchased. 

Gaining Base: NSWC-PHILADELPHIA 

Cost - No. of Acres Description 

1. NONE 

Summarize data shown in response to supporting data questions a. through f. above in 
the following table: 

Annapolis Site 
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 

UIC 61533 
6 Dec 1994 
Enclosure (3) I 



BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA SUBMISSION (3-20-0198-035A) 

ENCLOSURE (3) - GAINING BASE QUESTIOIVS 

* Includes both Community Infrastructure Impact and Other One-Time Unique Costs, as 
applicable. 

Note 1: In addition to the costs on page 3-3, there is a one-time moving cost of: 
$200/person up to 350 people (phone, computer hookuplspace cleanup/systems furniture 
relocation), 

Note 2: Miscellaneous recurring costs are listed only for the first year of occurance, per 
COBRA instructions. 

Annapolis Site 
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 

UIC 61533 
6 Dec 1994 
Enclosure (3) 1 



BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA SUBMISSION (3-20-0198-035A) 

ENCLOSURE (3) - GAINING BASE QUESTIOPJS 

Table 3-B - Military Construction Requirements. Identify the amount of new construction 
or rehabilitation (using the designated unit of measure) which will be required at the receiving 
site. Include a brief description of the requirement in the Comment column. 

Do not include Family Housing construction requirements on this table, they will be 
identified on a separate data call format. 
The COBRA MILCON algorithm will estimate the cost of MILCON requirements for 
the standard categories of construction listed on the next page. However, if an 
engineered estimate(s) is already available, then a dollar value foi: the requirement(s) 
should be identified in the "Comment" column of the table. 
Any identified Environmental Mitigation MILCON projects must include a total cost 
and brief description of the requirement in the "Comment" column of the table. 
The "Other" row is provided to identify MILCON requirements which do not fit the 
standard construction categories, e.g., dry docks, SCIF conversions, aircraft wash 
racks, etc. Enter a total cost and brief description for each identified requirement. For 
these "unique" categories of construction, a square footage estimate should also be 
indicated, if possible. 

For Rehabilitation Requirements: if entered as a "unit of measure" (e.g., SF, etc.), then 
corresponding costs will be calculated at 75% of the cost of new constr~~ction (worst-case cost 
estimate for rehabilitation costs). If the rehabilitation will involve renovation at an anticipated 
rate of less than 75%, then in addition to identifying the requirement (SF, etc.), enter in the 
Comment block either a rehabilitation cost or an appropriate percentage which should be used 
in lieu of the 75% rate. Show any cost entries in ($000). 

Description of "Units of Measure" used in Table 3-B: 
SY - Square Yards 
FB - Feet of Berthing 
SF - Square Feet 
BL - Barrels 

Description of standard "Categories of Construction" used in Table 3-B (including 
examples of types of consmction included in these categories): 

Horizontal - AprondPaving (Aircraft Parking Aprons, Combat Aircraft Ordnance Loading 
Areas, etc.), shown in square yards. 

Berthing - General Purpose Berthing Piers, shown in feet of berthing. 

Annapolis Site 
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 

UIC 61533 
6 Dec 1994 
Enclosure (3) 



BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA SUBMISSION (3-20-0198-1035A) 

ENCLOSURE (3) - GAINING BASE QUESTIOIVS 

Air Maintenance - Maintenance Hangers (General Purpose, High Bay, etc.), shown in square 
feet. 

Other Operations - General Purpose Operations Facilities (Aircraft, Ordnance, Amphibious, 
Headquarters, etc.), shown in square feet. 

Administrative - Administrative space (General Purpose and ADP), shown in square feet. 

Training - Training Facilities (Academic, Reserve, Applied Instruction, Recruit Processing, 
Operational Trainers, etc.), shown in square feet. 

Maintenance . - Non-Weapons facilities (Vehicles, Electronics, Public Works, etc.), shown in 
square feet. 

Bachelor Quarters - Barracks, Dormitories or Unmarked Officer Quarters, shown in square 
feet. 

SupplyIStorage - Operational Storage, Cold Storage, General Warehousle, etc., shown in 
square feet. 

Dining Facilities - Enlisted Mess Hall, shown in square feet. 

Personnel Support - Fire, Police, Family Service Centers, MWR, Child Care, etc., shown in 
square feet. 

Communications - Other Communications Facilities, (Communications Centers, Telephone 
Exchanges, Terminal Equipment, Radar Air Traffic Control Center, etc.)., shown in square 
feet. 

Ship Maintenance - Shore Intermediate Maintenance, Waterfront Services, Amphibian 
Vehicle Maintenance, etc., shown in square feet. 

RDT&E - Other Research, Development, Test and Evaluation (RDT&E) facilities (Aircraft, 
Ship, Underwater, Electronics, etc.) (does not include Ammo/Propulsion Labs), shown in 
square feet. 

POL Storage - Jet Engine Fuel Storage, shown in barrels. 

Annapolis Site 
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 

UIC 61533 
6 Dec 1994 
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BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA C.4LL 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA SUBMISSION (3-20-0198-035A) 

ENCLOSURE (3) - GAINING BASE QUESTIOFIJS 

Ammo Storage - General Purpose, High Explosive, Small Arms and Missile Magazines, 
shown in square feet. 

Medical Facilities - Hospitals, MedicalIDental Clinics, etc., shown in square feet. 

Annapolis Site 
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 

UIC 61533 
6 Dec 1994 
Enclosure (3) 



BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA SUBMISSION (3-20-0198-035A) 

ENCLOSURE (3) - GAINING BASE QUESTIOlVS 

Table 3-B: MILCON Requirements 

1 Gaining Base Name: NSWC-PHILADELPHIA 

Category (Unit) New Construction Rehabilitation Comment I Requirement Requirement 
- - 

Horizontal (SY) 

Berthing (FB) 

Air Maintenance (SF) 

Communications (SF) 

RDT&E (SF) 0 0 

Administrative (SF) 

Training (SF) 

Maintenance (SF) 

Bachelor Quarters (SF) 

SupplyIStorage (SF) 

Dining Facilities (SF) 

Personnel Support (SF) 

0 

0 

0 

Other: 

I Other Operations (SF) 

0 0 NONE 

0 0 NONE 

- - 

POL Storage (BL) 

Ammo Storage (SF) 

Annapolis Site 
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  

0 

0 

UIC 61533 
6 Dec 1994 
Enclosure (3) 

0 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  

0 

Environmental 

0 

NONE 

NOIW 

NOIUE 

NONE 

0 

0 

NONE 

0 

$ 0  

NONE 

NONE 

0 

$ 0  

NOPE 

NOPE 



BRAC-95 CERTIFICATION 

Reference: SECNAVNOTE 1 1000 of 08 December 1993 

In accordance with policy set forth by the Secretary of the Navy, personnel of the 
Department of the Navy, uniformed and civilian, who provide information for use in the 
BRAC-95 process are required to provide a signed certification that states "I certify that 
the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge 
and belief." 

The signing of this certification constitutes a representation that the certifying 
official has reviewed the information and either (1) personally vouches for its accuracy 
and completeness or (2) has possession of, and is relying upon, a certification executed 
by a competent subordinate. 

Each individual in your activity generating information for the BRAC-95 process 
must certify that information. Enclosure (1) is provided for individual certifications and 
may be duplicated as necessary. You are directed to maintain those certifications at your 
activity for audit purposes. For purposes of this certification sheet, the commander of the 
activity will begin the certification process and each reporting senior in the Chain of 
Command reviewing the information will also sign this certification si'leet. This sheet must 
remain attached to this package and be forwarded up the Chain of Command. Copies 
must be retained by each level in the Chain of Command for audit purposes. 

I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my 
knowledge and belief. 

ACTIVITY COMMA 

CAPT HARRY J. RUCKER. USN 
NAME (Please type or print) 

COMMANDING OFFICER 27 Januaw 1995 
Title Date 

NSWC PHILADELPHIA 
Activity 

This certification covers NSWC Philadelphia Enclosure (3) to the NSWC/Carderock 
Division/Annapolis Detachment Response to the 6 RAC Scenario ,3-20-0 198-035A. 



a. Other One-Time Unique Costs. 
a. (1) Community Infrastructure Impacts. 

Gaining Base: 

Cost FY Location Description 
1. None 

NSWC CARDEROCK 

a. (2) Other Unique One-Time Costs. 

Table 3-A (2): Supporting Data 

Cost FY Descrivtion - 
1. None 

b. Other One-Time Unique Savings. 

- FY Cost - Description 
1. None 

c. Environmental Mitigation. 

Cost Description - 
1. $125K 96 Environmental Impact Assessmellt 

d. Miscellaneous Recurring Costs. 

M Annual Cost - Description 
1. None 

e. Miscellaneous Recurring Savings. 

FY Annual Savings - Description 
1. None 

f. Land Purchases. 

Cost No. of Acres Description 
1. None 

Annapolis Site 
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 

UIC 61533 
6 Dec 1994 
Enclosure (3) 



Table 3-A (2): Dynamic Base Information 
1 

Annapolis Site 
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 

UIC 61533 
6 Dec 1994 
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Table 3-B (2): MILCON Requirements 

Gaining Base Name: NSWC CARDEROCK 

Category (Unit) Rehabilitation 

Requirement 

Comment 

Horizontal (SY) -1fi-I 
Air Maintenance (SF) )I 0 I 0 I NONE 11 

0 0 

Training (SF) 0 NONE 

Other Operations (SF) 

Maintenance (SF) 0 0 

Bachelor Quarters (SF) I 0 
0 

0 

SupplyIStorage (SF) 

Dining Facilities (SF) 

Personnel Support (SF) NONE 

Communications (SF) 0 0 NONE 11 
I I I 

0 

Ship Maintenance (SF) 11 

NONE 11 

RDT&E (SF) 11 

Medical Facilities (SF) 

Mddon Fuactlond respondbltlty for the NIKE Slte mlgmtes to the CPrderock Slte with the relorntlon of the Sur~dvablllty, Structures, and 
MnterlPLs Directorate (formerly the Shlp Materials Englneerlng Department) and Its related fadlltles. 
Note 2: Thermal Spray Process (S350K); ReacIive Metal Sprny Formlng Boildlng (S400K); Polyurethane Processiq; Bulldlng (s250K) 

0 

10,000 

Annapolis Site 
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 

UIC 61533 
6 Dec 1994 
Enclosure (3) 

0 0 NONE 
I 

0 0 NONE 

0 0 NONE 

0 

0 

NONE 

See Note 1 



BRAC-95 CERTIFICATION 

Reference: SECNAVNOTE 1 1000 of 08 December 1993 

In accordance with policy set forth by the Secretary of the Navy, personnel of the 
Department of the Navy, uniformed and civilian, who provide information for use in the 
BRAC-95 process are required to provide a signed certification thalt states "I certify that 
the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the klest of my knowledge 
and belief." 

The signing of this certification constitutes a representation that the certifying 
official has reviewed the information and either (1) personally vou8ches for its accuracy 
and completeness or (2) has possession of, and is relying upon, a certification executed 
by a competent subordinate. 

Each individual in your activity generating information for the BRAC-95 process 
must certify that information. Enclosure (1) is provided for individual certifications and 
may be duplicated as necessary. You are directed to maintain those certifications at your 
activity for audit purposes. For purposes of this certification sheet, the commander of the 
activity will begin the certification process and each reporting senior in the Chain of 
Command reviewing the information will also sign this certification sheet. This sheet must 
remain attached to this package and be forwarded up the Chain of Command. Copies 
must be retained by each level in the Chain of Command for audit purposes. 

I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my 
knowledge and belief. 

n 

James E. Baskerville; Captain USN 
NAME (Please type or print) 

Commander h January 1995 
Title Date 

Carderock Division; NSWC 
Activity 

This certification covers NSWC Carderock Site Enclosure (3) to the NSWC/Carderock 
Division/Annapolis Detachment Response to the BRAC Scenario ;3-20-0 198-035A. 



a. Other One-Time Unique Costs. 
a. (1) Community Infrastructure Impacts. 

Gaining Base: 

Cost FY Location - Description 
1. None 

NSWC WHITE OAK 

a (2) Other Unique One-Time Costs. 

Table 3-A (3): Supporting Data 

I 

Cost a Description - 
1. None: Installation and minor alterations included in losing site cost estimate. 

b. Other One-Time Unique Savings. 

Cost Description - 
1. None 

c. Environmental Mitigation. 

Cost a Description - 
1. None 

d. Miscellaneous Recumng Costs. 

FY Annual Cost - Description 
1. None 

e. Miscellaneous Recurring Savings. 

FY Annual Savings - Description 
1. None 

f. Land Purchases. 

Cost No. of Acres FY - Description 
1. None 

Annapolis Site 
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 

UIC 61533 
6 Dec 1994 
Enclosure (3) 



Table 3-A (3): Dynamic Base Information 

Annapolis Site 
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 

Gaining Base Name: NSWC WHITE OAK 

UIC 61533 
6 Dec 1994 
Enclosure (3) 

1999 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2000 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1998 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1997 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 0 

2001 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1996 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

0 

0 

0 

0 

a 

b 

c 

d 

One-Time 
Unique 
Costs 

One-Time 
Unique 
Savings 

Environ. 
Mitigation 

Misc. 
Recurring 
Costs 

f Land 
Purchases 



Table 3-B (3): MILCON Requirements 
-- 11 Gaining Base Name: NSWC WHITE OAK 

Category (Unit) I 
1 Horizontal (SY) 

11 Berthing (FB) 

11 Air Maintenance (SF) 

Administrative (SF) 

11 Training (SF) 

Maintenance (SF) 

11 Supply/Storage (SF) 

Communications (SF) 

I 

11 Ship Maintenance (SF) 

Dining Facilities (SF) 

(1 RDT&E (SF) 

11 POL Storage (BL) 

1) Ammo Storage (SF) 

11 Environmental 
I 

Other: 

- 

Medical Facilities (SF) 

Annapolis Site 
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 

Rehabilitation 
Construction 

Requirement 

Comment I1 

0 0 NONE 11 
I I 

0 I 0 I NONE 11 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 I NONE 

NONE 

NONE 1 

0 

0 

$ 0  I NONE 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

UIC 61533 
6 Dec 1994 
Enclosure (3) 

NOlNE 

NOlNE 

NOlNE 

NONE 

NONE 

0 

0 NONE 



SCENARIO 3-20-0198-035A 

BRAC-9s CERTIFICATION 

Reference: SECNAV NOTE 11000 dtd 8 Dec 93 

In accordance with policy set forth by the Secretary of the Navy, 
personnel of the Department of the Navy, uniformed and civilian, 
who provide information for use in the BRAC-95 process are 
required to provide a signed certification that states 'I certify 
that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to 
the best of my knowledge and belief: 

The signing of this certification constitutes a representation 
that the certifying official has reviewed the infolmation and 
either (1) personally vouches for its accuracy and completeness 
or (2) has possession of, and is relying upon, a certification 
executed by a competent subordinate. 

Each individual in your activity generating informa.tion for the 
BRAC-95 process must certify that information. Enclosure (1) is 
provided for individual certifications and may be duplicated as 
necessary. You are directed to maintain those certifications at 
your activity for audit purposes. For purposes of this 
certification sheet, the commander of the activity will begin the 
certification process and each reporting senior in the Chain of 
Comand reviewing the information will also sign this 
certification sheet. This sheet must remain attached to this 
package and be forwarded up the Chain of Command. Copies must.be 
retained by each level in the Chain of Command for audit 
purposes. 

I certify the information contained herein is accurate and 
complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

ACTIVITY COKON'DER 

JAMES S. PERRY1 CAPTI USN 

NAME (Please type of print) **& gnature 

OFFICER IN CHARGE 1 /27 /95  

Title Date 
WHITE OAK DETACHMENT 
DAHLGREN DIVISION 

ty NAVAL SUHPACE WAKL.?ARE CENTER 



a. Other One-Time Unique Costs. 
a. (1) Community Infrastructure Impacts. 

Gaining Base: 

Cost Location - Description 
1. None 

NAVAL RESEARCH LABORATORY 
CHESAPEAKE BEACH DETACHMElNT 

a. (2) Other Unique One-Time Costs. 

Table 3-A (4): Supporting Data 

Y 

Cost - FY Description 
1. SIOOK 9? Miscellaneous permits, environmental control and installation costs 

b. Other One-Time Unique Savings. 

Cost - - FY Description 
1. None 

c. Environmental Mitigation. 

Cost - - M Description 
1. None 

d. Miscellaneous Recumng Costs. 

FY Annual Cost - Description 
1. None 

e. Miscellaneous Recurring Savings. 

Annual Savings - FY Description 
1. None 

f. Land Purchases. 

Cost No. of Acres FY Descrivtion 
1. None 

Annapolis Site 
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 

UIC 61533 
6 Dec 1994 
Enclosure (3) 1 



Table 3-A (4): Dynamic Base Information 

Annapolis Site 
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 

Gaining Base Name: NAVAL RESEARCH LABORATORY 
CHESAPEAKE BEACH DETACHMENT 

UIC 61533 
6 Dec 1994 
Enclosure (3) 

1996 1998 1997 

Ir 
1999 2000 2001 Total 

0 

----- 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

100 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

a 

b 

c 

d 

e 

f 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

One-Time 
Unique 
Costs 

One-Time 
Unique 
Savings 

Environ. 
Mitigation 

Misc. 
Recurring 
Costs 

Misc. 
Recurring 
Savings 

Land 
Purchases 

0 0 100 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 



Table 3-B (4): MILCON Requirements 

Gaining Base Name: NAVAL RESEARCH LABORATORY 
CHESAPEAKE BEACH DETACHMENT 1 

New 
Construction 

Requirement 

Rehabilitation 
Requirement 

Comment 11 Category (Unit) 

-- 

I NONE 11 Horizontal (SY) 

Berthing (FB) 

1 Air Maintenance (SF) 1;-1 
NONE Administrative (SF) 

1) Training (SF) NONE 

11 Maintenance (SF) NONE 11 
Bachelor Quarters (SF) 

Supply/Storage (SF) 

Dining Facilities (SF) 

0 0 

0 0 NONE 

Personnel Support (SF) 

Communications (SF) 

0 I NONE Ship Maintenance (SF) 
- 

RDT&E (SF) 0 I NONE 

lr POL Storage (BL) 0 I NONE 

Ammo Storage (SF) 0 I NONE 

0 I NONE Medical Facilities (SF) 

$ 0  1 NONE Environmental 
- 

Other: 

Annapolis Site 
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 

UIC 61533 
6 Dec 1994 
Enclosure (3) 





Gaining Base: ( ANNAPOLIS, MD - LEASED S P A C E Y 1  

Table 3-A (5): Supporting Data 
a. Other One-Time Unique Costs. 

a. (1) Community Infrastructure Impacts. 

Cost Location - Description 
1. None 

a. (2) Other Unique One-Time Costs. 

- FY Cost - Description 
1. None 

b. Other One-Time Unique Savings. 

- FY Cost - Description 
1. None 

c. Environmental Mitigation. 

- FY Cost - Description 
1. None 

d. Miscellaneous Recurring Costs. 
FY Annual Savings - Description 

$1,00OK 97 These costs accomodates the Joint !Spectrum Center (a 
non-DON Command). The $ lM recurring cost is for the 
134 Joint Spectrum Center employees to be housed in a 
co-located site with the approximately 700 contractor 
personnel already at the ADM Cochran Blve site in 
Annapolis. The recurring $ lM does not include any costs 
for the 700 personnel already located off the NSWC- 
Annapolis site. 

e. Miscellaneous Recurring Savings. 

Annual Savings - FY Description 
1. None 

f. Land Purchases. 
Cost No. of Acres FY - Description 

1. None 

Annapolis Site 
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 

UIC 61533 
6 Dec 1994 
Enclosure (3) 



Note: The "Annapolis, MD-Leased Space" recurring costs are discussecl in Paragraph 2.F on 
page 2-39 

Annapolis Site . 

Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 
UIC 61533 
6 Dec 1994 
Enclosure (3) 



Table 3-B (5): MILCON Requirements 

Gaining Base Name: ANNAPOLIS, MD - LEASED SPACE 71 
Category (Unit) New I Rehabilitation I Comment 

Consauction I Requirement 
Requirement I 

Horizontal (SY) 0 I NONE 11 
I 

0 0 NONE 
- -  - 

Berthing (FB) 
- 

Air Maintenance (SF) 0 0 NONE 

0 0 

0 0 NONE 

0 0 NONE 

Other Operations (SF) 

Administrative (SF) 

Training (SF) 

Maintenance (SF) 0 0 NONE 11 
I 1 

Bachelor Quarters (SF) 

SupplyIStorage (SF) 

Dining Facilities (SF) 0 I 0 I NONE 11 
-- - -- - 

Personnel Support (SF) 
-- 

0 0  I NONE T I  
Communications (SF) 

Ship Maintenance (SF) 

0 0 NONE 

RDT&E (SF) 

0 

0 

0 POL Storage (BL) 

Ammo Storage (SF) 

0 

0 

0 

Medical Facilities (SF) 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

0 0 

0 0 

Environmental 

NONE 

NONE 

Other: 
- 

$ 0  $ 0  

NONE 

NONE 11 

Annapolis Site 
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 

UIC 61533 
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3 RAC-95 CERTIFICATION 

Reference: SECNAVNOTE 1 1000 of 08 December 1993 

In accordance with policy set forth by the Secretary of the Navy, personnel of the 
Department of the Navy, uniformed and civilian, who provide information for use in the BRAC- 
95 process are required to provide a signed certification that states "I certify that the information 
contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief." 

The signing of this certification constitutes a representation that the certifying official has 
reviewed the information and either (1) personally vouches for its accuracy and completeness or 
(2) has possession of, and is relying upon, a certification executed by a competent subordinate. 

Each individual in your activity generating information for the BRAC-95 process must 
certify that information. Enclosure (1) is provided for individual certifications and may be 
duplicated as necessary. You are directed to maintain those certifications at your activity for 
audit purposes. For purposes of this certification sheet, the commander of the activity will begin 
the certification process and each reporting senior in the Chain of Command reviewing the 
information will also sign this certification sheet. This sheet must remain attached to this 
package and be forwarded up the Chain of Command. Copies must be retained by each level in 
the Chain of Command for audit purposes. 

I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and com,plete to the best of my 
knowledge and belief. 

ACTIVITY COMMANDER 

GEORGE FJ .OCK 
NAME (Please type or print) Signature 

Colonel. U.S. Air Force. Commander 25 JAN 1995 
Title Date 

Joint Spectrum Center 
Activity 

BSAT Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 

UIC: 61533 



BRAC-95 SCENARIO DE\ .nPMENT I IA I 'A  CALI> 
ATTACI IMENT 1: B A S  I.OADJNG DATA 

7 
Acl,lviIy: 61533 NSWC CAHDEItOCK IIIV 1)lil' AI\'NAIIOI.IS 0 < 
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Ilntaol dab to a twate ly  rcffoct tLo hod md tcnanl papulatio~~. NO~L (bat Mifito~ SluJcnts (S1If)tmutbc sbow~ na JU Avcrage OrrUoard (.4OD) counl. If a sigoiflconl s l ~ ~ b - n l  
:;' .. 

lapdalionb lucjlal a: 11s xtir~j, 111ca dl ,~.tJrnt, I I ~ I O  bcidrnlifi&Iind& W c  ~ b d &  &r& n a ' a ~ l ~ b ~ i ~ c d  for tlls -lhl d T Y  l m l . '  col~l l~innl ihc lnl,!s Ilasy id 
numbers ale chaogcd. pleuep:ov~c r rtviscd scl of lohlt 81 tl~ecnd gUe6isling. 3 

DWUiMltD 
MAJOR bLQXH TY 1995 YrlmmJnB ClmNUUO KCJD rr 2001 

U I C  mm C h n n m m  or0 Plb C I V  119 otr XWL a3 Sml 
I 

M r  R 4 h  C t v  BTU n 

N 61533 b6WC CAROEROCK OIV E T  COMNxVSEASYS 2 0 0 C dA O 0 0 PA 0 a I 
61 533 NSWC CAIIDERO(;K C0MMV:;kASYS 0 0 725 C 0 0 -307 I )  U 0 410 (1 

Note 1. Tlre base load~ng data shown above does not include the Jo~nt Spectrun~ Center (formerly tlre 
Electromagnetic Compatibility Center) a DoD tenant activity at the Annapolis Site. ' (See Armapol~s Data 
Call # I . )  

Plai 11 led Force 
Major Begin F Y96 Stri~cture Change End F Y200 1 

NAME Claimant Off En/ Civ Stu Off El11 CIV Sill Off Fnl Civ S!!! 

FFGSNO .lolrit Spectrum Center DoD 1 1 8 1 1 5 0  0 0 0 0  1 1  8 115 0 

Note 2 t orce Sllucture drarrge ol3Oi' personrlel slrown for the Arri~apolrs Uetaclrrrrer~t corrs~sts of d tr,~i~stei ot 
294 personnel and related facilities to the NSWC/Carderock Site it? FY96 under BRAC 9 1 .  arid a workloacl 
draw-down of 13 personnel at the Annapolis Site between FY 97 and FY 2001. 

Note 2A: See Attachment 11, DJD 018 I 
1R 12 Dec 1994 



BKAC-95 SCIiNARIO'DEV 3FMBNTDA'I'A CALI. 
AITACIIMENT 1: BASE LOADING DATA 

-L 

k WCILIW SQUAH~ FEU'. Mr i s  IAc lulel Clur 2 Prility ryuuo lwl. :adudbg Lmll I~orriig. MWH andu*lirs, as repolfcd III thcNav.1 Rrilticr A ~ r c f r  :9 I ht~ Dare (NFADB). fbis 680n it used m dcbmhing Bc numhcrof sqom ~ 6 t h  wlll be "ht&wn. u a nmlc of the clorarr e*n. .I - 
.(I) 

~bt .1  ~aollity ~ ~ c ~ a r a  b e t  ( i n  r n u w u n d e )  c 6297 

:a PARr 6: D A S R O P W T I W  SUPPORT (U3S) COST DATA Ihla lr tb loW 101 c o s ~ ~  (or Iho h)s! end tclmaa( mAvir la In Urre CUI 66. f'lcw: ruvlcw U I ~  dela ruld t- 

ruum *.I& b o n l r a t  PY 19960SDSubndt bodget dm. WEOS-on hna neda nbe rpsldc revlslonc a l 1 4  bc racd m a nrlsalcapyof tlae 8ppnphk Dalu 4 QII 66 tablo(c), whit41 sh~)uld &cn be rctumcl with t l i r  &fa c d  rtqanlc 3 

CWOP WMA HIUA QBOU (B~U ~ A I A  HPIIA nscu nrnc a r ~ r ~  H P L ~ A  0003 OHOS 
ti 

UIC NAUE CLADIANT N O W A Y  PAY IIONtAY M V  ~ A I  A PAT M W W A u  PAY  ONP PAY PAY 
t2xm%ms~q I a 0 6 - I 2 7 U  #6b (000 679B a74A 943 619, 

- 

Note 3. See Attachment 11, DJD 01, Question 3. 

2R 12 Dec 1 994 



I IAtAGpS SCBNA$JO PKVl o"'(@NT I?AJ‘A CALL 1 

' ATTA C~IMBNTI :' BA: ;ADING DATA 5 - I 
C O w C y  ?YORKYWPATA. Titie I8 Uo lola1 uoalrdd wurhyear lura r c p r t u l  by Lhc Lost and knari r#.uvrtic@ In Ueta Cdll66. 1Yrmr revicw lbls dsls. cspcclally e d  snMng . mnml watkywa wNc(inCll tither be elhnh~ed or Ifmfcmd u r rmh o f ~ d ~ ~ m m c n t  . . ae~lon. Sumof mtlrpn lrarrsftrrtd +cLnina~~tl -I. 

raoWng u sahrify mnrf q o a l  Told Cot~bact Wodtyare. Aanolalt comcUons su necersuy. I- [I) . 
W B ~ A I .  NO. OR WOYK- go. OF WORK- NO. OP WOHK- ( 0  P 

+-'T YXhS'fob~ YEARST 0 88 YEARS ~ R M A I Y I K ( ;  
~ O ~ h ~ h R S  'fllAEMPmIIA, L'LlEllrJA'I'ED ' A'rACIlVl'fY ' C) 

COWAVSEASVS 1olS 17 
20 

- - 

12 Dec 1994 
I 



ATTACHMENT II -- BASE STRUCTURE ANALYSIS TEAM (BSAT) 
REQUESTS FOR CLARIFICATION 

BSAT Control Number Date Comments 

DJD 01 
None 
DJD 03 
DJD 04 
None 
DJD 06 

DJD 07 
DJD 08 
DJD 09 
DJD 010 
DJD 011 
DJD 012 
DJD 013 
DJD 014 
DJD 015 
DJD 016 
DJD 017 
DJD 018 
DJD 019 
DJD 020 
DJD 021 
DJD 022 
DJD 023 
DJD 024 
DJD 025 
DJD 026 

29 Nov 94 
30 Nov 94 Referred to as DJD 02 
29 Nov 94 
30 Nov 94 
01 Dec 94 Referred to as DJD 05 
02 Dec 94 Complete resubmissiorr of Scenario #3- 

20-0198-035A. Not included as part of 
this Attachment. 

02 Dec 94 
03 Dec 94 
03 Dec 94 
05 Dec 94 
05 Dec 94 
05 Dec 94 
06 Dec 94 
06 Dec 94 
06 Dec 94 
07 Dec 94 
07 Dec 94 
07 Dec 94 
07 Dec 94 
07 Dec 94 
08 Dec 94 
08 Dec 94 
09 Dec 94 
12 Dec 94 
13 Dec 94 
13 Dec 94 

AlTACHMENT II 
22 Dec 94 1 

Il- 1R 



BSAT REQUEST FOR CLARIFICATION #=- DJD 01 



DASH SrRlJCNMi AVALYSS TEAM (BSAT) 
Caabol I: DID 01 r)nfc. mt: 29 Nor 94 
hctivby: NSWC CatdemL Dbv (hnnapolln) 
A'I'IN: J h  1bgnn at 1dlU1 A ( k h  Pax: 7~602QS4(  

CLARV4CATKW I CtlR)tmON R B m  fw Scamarb Dashpeat pa& Cdl I 32&0198-03S: 
~ U . ~ R R  h m  ~ C W M  y a . ~ ~ b ~ e d U r ;  I I ~ L ~ ~ O  lojmr~s bsfob*: 
1. A hrem (by type of mmct) ot IN $17M of m b  rtnrrlarlian corn8 an p2-24. 
1. An I~mlrMoa d Qw\ $I.lOOX oC IWV~C.  W d l ~  & c ~ A M l 6 n  d wqmlcr ~ y a k n r  cln -5. Arc Qcro won: 
mmpnm ba3q c a u l  ham &nn the em micrdlwc tbr fbe wn-lWy uun3 
3- A ~olpll*loa of bc m told W i l y  B ~ W  n g o r  (619 MF n p.2-32 & 611 US? in A l c l d ~ ~ a t  I )  
I ~ c a J  UIC t'ollwbg add~loml kllbmclloa rs well( I Law nol oamyd @IS to Mr. M a q  pt;. 
1. rat gujdag I& tbe SIN racorrfng cod kr llra ~lcm-Navy )MIIII b br rll (ba l o b  S~occmra nldrr.8 ~ t ~ ( 1 1 ~ t l  to be i l w d  
o f t - b a m ( a p p m l m & d y U 4 O p a @ ~ g b ~ W d h )  I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ R # C C X M ~ M O I I ~ I ~ C ~ I M ~ C J J I ~ O  
cnrploym arently at lb A w b  tb. 
2. Why 'u UIC lo moIMaU Un Deep Occy pqtue fidllry a n c u p g  coot @&zp)1 
1 nod Ulb htbrmatb by COB k4q. 

Dun B Y u q  m) ((1-017Y 
ugco~. tapu ya c u p l b ' w ~  CGWWO MmncIIc ( ~ o w j o r  -c(cd ppa(8). 
lhe $SAT mf m] Xi62134 I%& nn4 prt off& lapomc, p;opaly WIW, 

d k artflicctlocr rad Iudw tocwrr8ly b tho nSAT (Hntlal docunrtrcculoa mar! he mrnlned m 
mpplr ~nar tul~onw a d  be a v a l w e  for nMncln by OD %ve1 A- Smh. 

a Bq!y:- 
$ See the attached pages as follows for the answers to the above questions: pg 2-17R --Question #2; pg 

2-24R --Question Ul; pg 2-25R --Question #2; pg 2-29R --Questions 1 (new) & 2(New) and Attachment 
1 --Question #3. In regard to the questions related to the Do0 Joint Spectrurn Center (JSC), responses 
above reflect the full extent of information provided in the JSC's certified response. 

G' 
-4 

- -. - - - . 

8 Y - 
JI Ye /</ 5' ) /04  I , > I  c /&h/C u / /  / & ) A ;  ( / 3 /  
nl = *./+ -'/ 

rJ NMno Cads Cmmmml Pham Y DW ". 0 



BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMEKT DATA CALL 
ENCLOSURE (2) - LOSING BASE QUESTI[ONS 

Table 2-B (5): Disposition of Personnel and Equipment - Summary 

From La6iog Base: ZSWC - . b n a w L s  

To CPinim Base: hnaoob. .MD - Lcatd Space (See Note aelow Table l - B ( 5 )  

Tons of Suppon Not@ Not, 
Equpmem Bdaw 

NOTE: This rccomodaa the Elcclronugnetrc Frequency S~recrmm b h q e m e m  frdlity, prisemly r Tenant at the KSWC 
Site. It is r fully DoD owned and openumi m w t y .  These penomel and eqtupment reflect the "tenuu" levels of rhs 

a a n t y  and are n u  of the NSWC Annrpob Siste end mengthr. 

Supporting Data for Table 2-B (5). 
T v ~ e  of Euui~rnentfVehicles Rationale for Relocating; 

K 
NOTE: Cost of moving mission and support equipment was provided by the Joint 
Spectrum Center and is included in Item 2-F.c.3 on page 2-25R. 



BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMEST DATA CALL 
ENCLOSURE (21 - LOSING BASE QUESTIONS 

Table 2-F: Dvnamic Base Information 

Complete the following "Supporun_g Data" 
section. Then. summarize this data in the Summary Data Table (2-F) that immediately 
follows this "Supporting Data" secuon. Show ail entries m ($000). 

Table 2-F: Supporting Data: 

a. Other One-Time Unique Costs. 
Identify any other one-time unique costs at the losing base which wiiil not be calculated 
automatically by the COBRA algorithms (as noted in the Introduction section). Examples 
include use of temporary office space, lease termination costs. etc. Only costs directly 
attributable to the closurdrealignment acaon should be idenntied. a m  should not be . 
used to idenufv routine moving or ~ersonnel costs. v!hich.ara ccalcuiauxi automaticallv by the 
COBRA alnorithms. nor should it be used to identify one-time uniaue moving costs which 
will be addressed seoaratelv in item c. below. For each unique one-thne cost. identify the 
amount. year in which the cost wiil be incurred and describe the natun: of the cost. Do not 
double count any costs idenufied on Gaining Base tables (Enclosure (3)). 

Losing Base: NSWC - Annapolis: 
Cost E Descri~tion 

1. $11,20OK 1% Contract tennination costs; BEST ESTIMA'E due to varying 
contract types and tenninaaon dates. k 

SEE NOTE BELOW. 

2. $ 2,973K 1999 Depreciation of Capital Equipment; .Qsumed consrant since 
Data Call #66 

3. $ 15K 1996 Close Library, pack & ship books and periodicals to NSWC. 
Philadelphia 

NOTE: Based on total contracting load executed by the supply department (excludes 
public works contracts) for Annapolis in N94. Assumes termination of contracts for 
the convenience of the government and 5-percent escalation per year. Includes 100- 
percent of the value of firm fixed price contracts, 5-percent of the value of cost/time 
reimbursable and material services contracts, and 3-percent of the value of indefinite 
delivery/quantity contracts. Reflects estimated contracting load of Post BRAC 93 
Annapolis functions and 50/20/5-percent phase out of contracting bad. 

Annapolis Site 
S a d  3-20.0198435 



BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMEST DATA CALL 
ENCLOSURE I Z I  - LOSING BASE QUESTIONS 

b. Other One-Time Unique Savings. Ident~l'y any other one-time unique savings ar the 
losins base which xvlil not be calculated automatically by thc COBRA algonthms (as  noted in 
[he Introduction sec:lon,. Examples include net proceeds to DoD resulting from an existing 
)IOU w~th a stare or local government. one-time environmental compliance cost avo~dances. 
ztc. This area should not be used to identifv routine movine or oersonnel savings, which are 
calculated automaticallv bv the COBRA algonthms. Do not include Construction Cost 
Avoidances (which were identified in a seDarate data call). o r  Procurement Cost Avoidances 
c which are covered under item i. be low^. For each savings. iiznufy the amount. year in which 
i t  will occur and descnbc the nature ok the savings. Only savings din:ctly attnbutable to the 
closure/realignrnenr action should be identified. Do not double count any savings identitied 
on Gaining Base tables (Enclosure (3)). 

Losing Base: NSWC - Annapolis 
- N Cost - Descn~tion 

1. None 

c One-Time Unique Moving Costs. 
The COBRA algorithms use standard packing and shipping rates to calculate the cost of 
transporting equipment and vehicles. Identify here only those unique :moving costs associated 
with movements out of the losing base that would be incurred in addition to standard packing 
and shipping costs associated with tonnage and vehicles identified in Table 2-B. Examples 
of unique moving costs include packing, special handling or recalibrau,on of specialized 
laboratory or industrial equipment: movement of special materials. etc. If unique costs 
identified here include packing and shipping costs, then ensure that tonnage for this "un~que" 
equipment is not included under the Mission and Support equipment identified in Table 2-B. 
For each cost included in the table above, identify the amount. year in which the cost wlll be 
incurred. the name of the gaining base and a brief description of the cost. 

Losing Base: NSWC - Annapolis 

Cost - FY Gaining Base - Descriution 
1. $600K 1997 NSWC - White Oak Disassemblyof Elecuomagnetic 

Large Scale Model & reassembly 
& Calibration at NSWC - White Oak 

2.5 4K 1997 YSWC - Disassemble. pack, ship, and 
Philadelphia reassemble speciaiized training equipment 

3. 9 1,100K 1997 .?innapolis. MD Move of all Joint Spectrum Center property including 
Leased Space installation and certrfication of the mainframe computer. 

Jo;qr Sptrf.mzur* CGW~ER 
Note: ".Annapolis MD Leased Space" corresponds to the E k e w m  Tic- 

. . -y, a Non-DON tenant acuvity at this site. 

UIC 61533 
j2-8 Nov 1994 
A 1  

11 -- 6 



BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMEKT DATA CALL 
ENCLOSURE ( 2 )  - LOSING BASE QUESTIOhlS 

f. Misceilaneous Recurring Costs. Identify any other rrcumng costs at Lhr !osing 
base which w ~ i l  not be calculated auromaticallv by the COBRA aigonthms (as noted in the 
Introduction section 1. e.g.. new leases ot' facilities or equipment. erc. For each cost. idzntify 
[he amount. year in which the cost will becin and descnbe rhe nacure of the cost. Onlv costs 
directlv attnbutable to the closure/redignment acrion shouia be idsntitietj. (Do not ~nciudl:  
changes in non-payroll BOS. Famiiy Housing Operations. housing siiowances or CH.Vv1PUS 
costs. all of which are calculated by other COBRA algorirhms.~ Do-not double count chmges 
in Mission costs shown above. Do not double count any costs identified on Gaining Base 
tables ( Enclosure ( 3)). 

Losing Base: NSWC - Annapolis 

FY Descnntion Annual Cost - 
1. S 255K All Mothball cost lor Deep Ocean Pressure Facility SEE NOE r Ii2 

L t v J  

2. $1.000K .IW Cost o i  leasing office space in Annapolis area for Joint 1 1 / ~ 9 / 4 7  

S ~ ~ C U U ~  Center SEE NOTE B NOTE 2. I A 

SOTE: The " lase  Cam' rccommoduu the Jomt Specrrum Cemcr. pwcntly tenant at the NSWC h n q o b  Slu. 1, n n WD o ~ n d  ) R LRw 
and opaucd uonty. 1 1 / u 1  

NOTE 2. The $1 M rearmng cost 1s for (he 134 Jo~nt Spectrum Center (JSC) p e m n e l  to be houmj at a wUocatod are wth the 
apprmomam)y 700 coneactor pomnnd already at Admiral C o c h ~  Blvd in AMapolts. The mcumng SlM doer not rndude any 
cosm for the 700 penonnel nlmady at that site. 

NOTE 1. The cPcumng cost pmvrdss basic s e ~ w r  (envlmnmenml controls) to the speaCc aroa ho~~srng the Deep 0-a 

g. Miscellaneous Recumng Savings. Idennfy any other recurring savings at the 
losing base which will not be caiculated automatically by the COBRA algorithms (as noted in 
the Introduction section), e.g., eliminauon of leases of facilities or equipment, etc. For the 
savings, idenufy the amount. year in which each will benin and describe the nature o i  the 
savings. Only savings direcrly attributable to the closure/realignmenr action should be 
identified. (Do not include changes in non-payroll BOS, Famiiy Housing Operations. housing 
allowances. CHAMPUS costs or salary savings ior eliminated positions/bi:llets, all o f  which 
are calculated by other COBRA algorithms.) Do not double count changes in Mission Costs 
shown above. Do not double count any savings identified on Gainlng Base tables (Enclosure 
(3)). 

prssarre fsctlrty. The onnmnmenta( controls are mqurrsd 10 monwn the futum ae~ficrklrty of thrs h~gh  pressure tank sysum. 
Enwronmental Controls wnslst of mslntalnmg faullty terrtporeture S~tfiaenUy above the freeang pornt of water In Wtnter to 
produde the possb~lrty of damage due to the oxpanoon of frozen water. pufgmg of and placlng a n~hegen blanket In *e gaseous - porttons of the sysmrn to prsv.nt the possiblity of corrosmn ~ t h l n  plws. and contful of humdty thnwghout the factl~ty to conmi 
the rate of cornston on the extenor porpons of the f€tCIlItY. This cost was obtrunaci tram a pmponorubm allocabon of cost to 
In a ' re re~e '  stabs from the Oetruled Inventory of Naval Shore taaltttes (NAVFAC P-164). 

Losing Base: SSWC - .Annapolis 

LRW 

,I/AV 

FY Annual Savings - 
1 .  None 

AnMpoLis site 
S ~ n a r i o  3-20.0198-035 

UIC 61533 
20 Nov 1994 
29 11-7 





BSAT REQUEST FOR CLARIFICATION --I DJD 02 



NOV 30 '94 -61 : 0 5 ~ 7  'fi5l$'jlj~ " ~ ~ ~ ~ I N G T O N  VA NAYSEA ax- -- NSWC P.241 a001 

Department of the Navy 
Bass Structure Anafysis Team . 

BSAT 
Famimile Transmission 

U J i e  
Cover Sheet 

/ - 
Date: 30 Novembat 7 934 

JLJJ w - -- - - 

om: Don DeYoung 
OM-: (703) 681 -0478 

[ I F k  (703) 756-21 74 

I - 
-- I To: Jim Logan ar Judith Atldns 

I Ow: PJaual Ssa Systems Command 
Ornee: 

I 
Message 
1. using me fundon ca8@xh in the ettachod gbb. ! h d @  - fa- b& .o~ma~rc. - - the w g r i e s  ef propose! moved a.M eliminated kUilleas. Show moupa am 
eiimi~stai aaprntdy. W, @-up Vie W96 bawlin@ rn&emr && - show in 
T&e 2-D d the sor,a~fa rssponsss - h the sum ntrlctiaa -n~s. 

2. Prdvida f d h h g  infomrttion for th8 Joint Spomrn -r, - mmber ot oj7lcsr. enllskd. mBftary auda% C M I ~  tt4 ?.lasatsd. - cost of moving the mainframe cornpubr - * of Sqm fa Of ha~d  $- requiW to taw;lm- 134 wc~nel 
rnavhg 

Number of Pages (incf~dhg -W p a ) :  2 





SCENARIO 3-20-0198-35 AND SCENARIO 3-20-0198-35;h 
Reference: No Control Number Provided 

Receipt of Request: 1240 Hrs 
Due Time: 1600 Hrs 

- .  Using the function categories in the attached table, 
identify - for both alternatives - the categories of 
proposed moved and eliminated billets. Show moved and 
eliminated separately. Also, group the FY96 baseline 
manpower data - shown in Table 2-D of the scenario responses 
- in the same function categories. 

Reswonse: The table provided for the respcxse included a 
discrimination berween the infrastrccture crganizations and 
the technical operation personnel. 30th the baseline 
scenario and the aicernative scenariz provide for the 
elimination of all infrasrructure personnel. Please see 
attached summary ~abie for the respeczive csmparisons. 

2 .  Frovide f he following information for =he J o i . n t  Spectrum 
Center: 

a. What is the number of officer, enlisted, military student, 
civilian positions to be relocated? 

Response : Per Table 2B ( 5  

Officers 11 
Enlisted 8 
Civilian 115 
Military Students 0 

. What is the moving only the main frame computer? 

Reswonse: Per your requesK, we have c3ntaczed the Goint 
spectrum Center to obtain the information. They have 
advised that the estimate of S1.1M includes the movement of 
all their facilities to a leased space at &.napolis. Due to 
the nature of their business, we were unabie to obtain any 
additional informatl~n or break-outs of ecpipment, etc. 

c. What is the number of square feet of leased space required 
to accomodate the 134 personnel moving? 

Reswonse: The Joint Spectrum Center ~xrrently occupies 
thirty-six thousand 36,COO) square foet a: NSWC-Annapolis. 
~t is understood iz intends to lease =he same amount of 
space for those funczions p~tentiall:,~ beics displaced from 
the Annapolis site. 



JSC 1 1130194 

NSWC-Annapolis UIC: 61533 

5 

Human Resourses 
I 

Supply Manaqement 
Consolidated Computat~onal 
Computer Support 
Information Systems and 
Communications 
Safety/OSH/Environmental 

Public WorksIStaff Civil Engr 
Fire Protection 
MedicalIDental 
Military Support 
AirMlaterfront Operations 
Other 

Total 

' Start 1 Moved Elim 1 - 

Page t Y , P ~ \ ~  



BSAT REQUEST FOR CLARIFICATION DJD 03 
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SCENARIO 3-20-0198-35 AND SCENARIO 3-20-0198-35~ 
Reference: Control # D m  03 

- - .  In comparing the scenario response and its ac:comanying 
alternative, I see that the contract termination costs for both 
scenarios are exactly the same. 

a. why do these costs remain the same when the! alternative 
retains R&D functions that the scenario reerponse does not? 

2esPcnse: The cost crofile was based xpon klest estinate of 
FY94 baseline data crojections to FY98. Th,ougn it is 
natural z 3  assume some decreases couid be cbtained, jny 
percentage decrease assumed at this time would be purely 
specuiative. Given additional analysis time, an accurate 
response could be provided with the appropriate 
certification. 

b. Since you are transferring RLD functions to Philadelphia, 
ilarderock, White Oak, and NRL, why wouldn't these contracts 
be modified to change the service site or shipping location? 

ResDonse: Per the below discussion, contracts would be 
structured after Mclosure" determination to minimize 
terminations and increase the use of multiple service sites 
and/or shipping locations. 

~f termination costs will be required, each contract 
requiring such action must be provided with a detailed 
description of what is being purchased, why it is more 
economical to terminate, the total contract value and unpaid 
balance, and methodology for estimating termination costs. 

ResDoEse : 
a. The response provided by the B M C  Scenarios 3-20-0198- 

035 and 3-20-0198-035A included the below assumptions: 

- The FY34 Contracts baseline would remain the same 
level of magnitude and contract lengths; 

- The termination costs were defined per the types 
of contracts; 
(I). ~ndefinate Quantity (IDIQ), both Cost Plus 

Fixed Fee (CPFF) and Firm Fixed Price (FFP) , 
were siven a 3% termination fee; 

( 2 )  . CPFF were given a 5% termination fee; 
( 3 ) .  Cost Xeimbursable were given a 5% ternination 

fee; 
(4). FFP -.$ere given a 100% terminatisn fee; and 
( 5 )  . Time and Materials were given. a 5% 

termination fee. 
- Due to tire constraints, the distribution sf FY94 



4 - - =  - contrsczz z?:,.:'"" - - - -  z - ~ s =  Z F 4 C  31 YS~~;ES~;_ 
. . 

funcz:z-s -ra z z c  cresecz ::-baard E-incr ~2z.s were 
. . -. . assu~,ea :: ce r> ren~- , -  - -  l i s L ~ : L . ~ = t ~ i ,  - -  i . 5 .  : 194 

,20ntr3,-- ---.. - - - . =Ixes : < i r e  z r  . 2 .. --his i~iiysis. 
7 doc.K ;-!:L :----- - A & - -  j-ct:r.? - ~ ' . ~ e - s  : . J ~ I - E ~  %scaia;~r ; ,  by 5% 

- - zer :-?sr rzr :x=iac:=,?. - -he : - - - -= - - -  - -  __.-_ - -____-  - l2vels v e r s  znased "wnwari from 
- .  

=he 3;arr := 1-ssurs" l3ueLs ;c 'zerou r;.r 'Y99. 

The requesred eecarlsi csst snaiysis for ihe Tast cost 
effective t zf e r m a  -:ersus realizzment of 
:he ~3ntracz rz =A= 'hilsaeir--- Y..-= site requ;ras z-:e 
examlnaticn cf 2acx rsntract ~+-ai .diil be ia ex~scence 

- - at :he tine cz -?cr::g/termlcaircz. The baseline data 
impaciing neslrai risuicizg anaiyses include :-:riawledge 
of the type cf zsnrrract, =he cxration/type of :he 
deiiverabies, rhe czapany 3rov:iing :he producr and/or 
jervlces, ind rAe fzreknowieace i C  :he availabili::~ of 

- - 
=he c3ila~era- r:ncr:sns 12 :he ?hilideipnia size. 
This anaiysis will require at Irasc two weeks 2 5  
detalied w c r ~  B y  :he Contracts scaff. 

c .  ~t should be noted :hat upon aiertment of firm closure 
of the ~nnapolis Site, the Command would phase the 
contract types to minimize terminatio:n costs and 
increase the potential for direct & transfer of el+'\ 
deliverables with rninimal increased costs. 

~uestion 2: Why caa8t the exist ing f ire  testing fac i l i t i e s  at N.G 
do a l l  of tho work i d e n t i f i e d  in tha scenario responses? NR& h u  
extensive f i r  temt facilities, including t h e   ire Rasearch 
~aclosure (10,000 cu.It.1 and ex-US8 SHADWELL (9 ,000  tons) t a a t  
bed. 

The existing fire testing facilities at NRL do n o t  duplicate 
and are not adequate for the intermediate-scale :Eire testing work 
identified in the scenario response. The Fire Research Enclosure 
  ire-1) ( l o c a t e d  at Chesapeake Beach Detachment.) and the ex-USS 
SHADWELL (located in Mobile, AL) are extremely large-scale, custom- 
built, and specialized facilities dedicated to validate and certify 
full-scale ship fire scenarios for active and passive fire 
protection systems. The other existing facilities at NRL are 
large-scale burn chambers, uhich  are r,ot su i tab le  to perform 
intermediate-scale fire testing without sodification. However, 
these burn chambers are Eecessary in their present configurations 
to meet existing Navy requirements. The other facilities at 
Chesapeake Beach are prinarily open building spaces, which do not 
contain the specialized intermediate-scale equipments being 
transferred from NSWC, Carderock Division, Special Area (NIXE Site) 
as identified in the s c e n a r i o  responses. This specialized 
equipment inc ludes :  a room-size calorizeter, a l a r g e - s c a l e ,  

2 



custc~lzed v a r i a b l e  heat rise furnace,  2nd t w o  i?.Ke=eCiizce scale 
burn chambers containing accessories, sontr3ls and associated 
instrxxentscion needed to operate them. 3 e  xnused buildinq space 
a t  KRL/CBD can be e a s l l y  r , oa i f i ea  tc kouse the sforernentioned 
specialized equipment, chat is zecessary Z o  execc te  the 
interzediate-scale f lre testrr. ;  function/requirenent. 
I n t e ~ e d i a t e - s c a l e  f i r e  t e s t i ~ g  1 s  a ccsz-effect~ve means tz screen 
and sslect f i r e  Froteczlcn syscen ~ l t ? r n a t : v e s ,  -:hich zre then 
valiiated and cercifiea -<r th  ?ssoc:atel h i g h e r  test z = s t s  in the 
full-scale SRL facilitres ( F ~ r e - i  and ex-GSS SHADWELL). 



Cunu~l8: DID 04 
Aclivily: NSWC Cwck:nmk Div (Annyrolia) 
A'ITN: Jhn togar of JadlUi A&lns F ~ A ;  103-602.054 1 

Dr~to scot; 30 Nov Y4 

CI ,AltlPl(:ATlON I CORRRCTlON RBQIlIi,PUD for Soerc~rrlo Ucvolopb~c~~t. Dl~ln CPll # 3-20-0208035 and 35A: 
I .  NSM'C Cnr4crack bw vcly u@lu l)c.u? S~~bmr&cncb Pamum '.l'nnts lhnl ;m ~ l r o  f~tsducl by Ilu a a t 1 ~  Nmy ;411d nal-N~vy 
rpoomrs a tlu! I lr.~! Ocorrn WicL!ncrj nlrd Vchicle~ l'rur%~rc Slntuk\tloo fJacilicy fit A3nnpolis, Emplrri~l wllnl f in~cdoc~r  !Ira Dw.p 
Ow113 Fu~~ilJty ~)oTYO)'IRS tltal UIC D C C ~  Sr~haergcwo Pamm 'l'cmks rit CarJe~.lw;k CUII'I perfwn'i 
2. Rnp1ni.1 why IIic Navy mW inblntfli~~ tlu futvrc cc:~finrbnicy of Ihc Annnfolis Incilily, 
3. I tbu'l \ttr&falaatl "re~om r01~11tn." IY 11 IIIO NII~IIC nu 411ot hl)aW s(n~u'' 7 
I. (30'1 JIG clvlnniuznt~loorwob rqviricb Cot F I B ~ ~ I I C  cet1ifiabiIilj bo lclnxcd if drc gnwR IUIB fiuids ill (Ira Annap;)lis Cncilily 
wcrc blcdcl I1 so, Itow would U~ar aftcct IQo cos: c~icnolc for 'mollballi~''? 
S. Wlrera WIIY HIC A#i~npolit TacMiy bdlt? 
(i Who brds tl~o Jokut Spectrunl Ccnlcrl 
I ,reed lhls I~IPI,rnwtlau by lt00,l Dcccnrbcr, 

--._ .-7- 
...I -- -2- /- I)uc~ D c ~ a u ~ ~ g  (703) S l l - 0 m  I 

'=s lnfb~&~i$q~adctl --... uqcntly. Rccp.al ym mpmd WW, d~uilicn!ioj! comm~yla (bctow) or coaociccl j;lgc(a). 
lkninury tcalmus~ dkw;tly 1.0 lh DSAl' nl m) 756.2374. 'fitcm, rcd you# ufllclnl s s p r u .  p-qlerly utdl(lc(1, 

bn~ugli y~ar drairi of carr~ruand for ccrJificulhr n11Q c)~tll~or Rlrwanllirg to llle Y SAT. OtTlcl~I rloc\!nlcn I ~ ~ I I  r I \us1 IIC n:filili;t! to 
supputl ywlr n:JpOllSC nntl be nvnildble for v4rlit68liarl by I\* h v n l  Audll Scrvlrk:. 
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Scenario Development Data Call # 3-20-01$$-035/~ 
CLARIFICATION/CORRECTION REQUEST 
Reference: BSAT Control # :  DAD 04 

Received: 0824 Hrs On 12/1/94 
Due : 1100 Hrs On 12/1/94 

A .  "NsWC Carderock has very capable Deep Submergence Pressure 
Tanks that are also funded by the same Navy and non-Navy 
sponsors as the Deep Ocean Machinery and Vehicles Pressure 
Simulation Facility at Annapolis. Explain what functions the 
Deep Ocean Facility performs that the Deep Submergence 
Pressure Tanks at Carderock can't perform.?" 

Response : 

The Annapolis and Carderock site operations are funded 
under the DBOF program. As noted in your question, some of 
the funding is provided by the US Navy programs and cther from 
the commercial base (both domestic and foreign). However, as 
noted in the responses to the below questions, the difference 
in the testing capabilities usually provides for different 
customer bases. 

A summary of the primary differences between the 
Annapolis Deep Ocean Machinery and Vehicle Pressure Simulation 
Facility and the pressure vessels at the Carderock Site are 
provided in the attached table. As may be noticed, one of the 
most important distinctions is that the Annapolis facility is 
both man-rated and performs hard cycling. The concept of 
"hard cycling" versus "soft cycling" is explained at the 
bottom of the table. Hard cycling is required for the testing 
of machinery and manned vehicle systems. 

In addition, the Annapolis facility capability tz place 
large horizontal vehicles (both manned and unmanned) .~nder 
certified "man safe" conditions is unequaled. In addition, 
the temperature controlled feature combined with very deep 
pressures provides the ability to test deep ocean connectors 
(as recently performed for AT&T). A recent example of the 
utility of the Annapolis facility capability is the closure of 
the United Kingdom's smaller and less capable systems with the 
intent to utilize the facility which th? NSWC Carderock 
Division wishes to retain at the Annapolis SI-te. 

The deep pressure vessels located at the Cardercck Site 
are equally unique in their ability to conduct struct-dral 
testing of advanced hull shapes and materials. Their ability 
to perform dynamic and static pressure loading on verrically 
oriented models replicates the free field characteriscics 
necessary for fatigue and fracture testing. These pressure 
vessels and control systems are not capable of being ~odified 
to perform horizontal vehicle or man-safe operations. In 

n,4' 
3-20-01e8-035/A 
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- - .  . - .  . - .  a ,  neither -3n ::s Anna~zi~s site f 3.ciiity ke -:cl;r:ed - , 

for -,he --2rticai str-~cr.~rai lcaair,~ ztstislg capabilit:ts. 

. "Explain why the Navy z.ust maintain the fut,ure certifibility 
of the Annapolis facility. " 

. , 

-hers are ?-2 =-,her ??ui-~ailnt f3:lilz;es in :he xestern 
.dorid ;F-ic nave :he ca;abiiity rs evaiuate and quaii?;~ 
vehicles, deep ocean -.achinery, iarge size composite 
structurss, and fiber ,?tic cable designs for both :he Y a w  
and c~mr,ercial appiica::szs at Zeep zeean cressures. 

AS szated above, z2e Annapolis Zeep Ccean Machicery and 
vehicle gressure Simuiizi=n Faciiity's capability to perfsrm 
rapid pr-ssure changes :"hard cyclic?") under controiled water 
temperatxre conditions < t 3  ensure macerial properties are 
being si-ulated as in real world conditions) is unique in the 
0 .  :zrtificati~n 2nsures the capabi1iE.y to conducz both 

, - 
nanned unmanned -7er.lcle testino safely ,and respozsively. 
~ o t  snly is it techniczily prudent z z  mainrain a certified 
responsi-:s capability far this unique asset, it is necessary 
to have i rapid response capability zo meet emergency 
investigative requirements, as in the Thresher investigation 
and related manned submersible certifications. 

3 .  "1 don' t understand ' reserve status. ' Is it the same as 
'mothball status'?" 

Yes. The basic document used for estimating the cost of 
moth balling does not include a category by that specific 
title. The "reserve1' zategory in that document, NAVFAC P-164- 
aetailea Inventory of ::aval Shore Facilities, is the same as 
mothball, i.e. i E  is the category between "standbyll 2nd 
"abandor," . 

4. "Can't the environmental controls required for future 
certifibility be relaxed if the gases and fl.uids in the 
m a p o l i s  facility were bled? If so, how would that affect 
the cost estimate for 'm~thballing'?~ 

Response : 

1t ;.;as assumed E,".ZL gases and fluids would be bled from 
the Deep 3cean Pressurs facility equlgment. With the 
excepticr- of the water, all other fl.~lds iGlycol, Freon, 
lubrrcat:2n, and tydra:lic oils) are essentially preservatives 
and best left ln piace t3 protect tk2 equiprent. The 
ternperare:re control IS required to prevent excessive 
condensaz:on and the freezing cf any residual fluids  hat 
rernaln rx the system z: low poicts. 44' 

3 - 2 0 - 0 1 9 e - ~ 3 5 / ~  
2 Control # : D m  C4 



- - - .  "When was the Annapolis facility b u i l t ? "  

2esDonse : 

- .  The 5sclli:y was kxlit i z  137: ;.;lth 5: e s t i a a t e d  -:$e 
, , span zf 4; v e a r s  L.?. 2214). 

7 .  "Who funds t he  J o i n t  Spectrum Cente r?"  

.ies13czse : 

The Zo in t  Speczrxm Can te r  ,;SC':.?as - s r a b l i s n e i  frcm t h e  
31ect r3maqnet ic  C c m ~ a c i b i i i t y  A . i i a i ) .~ :~  Car-zer  .?CACl i n  mid 
September,  1994. ' r i o r  zo F Y 9 5 ,  zks  func rxg  was c rov ided  
under PE 3 3 1 4 4 F  : A i r  Force)  a s  w e l l  is t k r s u g h  rhe  I n d u s t r i a l  
'unding ~ r o g r a m  ( s i m i l a r  t o  t h e  p r e s e n t  12,2F) . 

Thrcugh FY95, =he A i r  Force w i l l  rema;n t h e  Execut ive 
*\gent f o r  t h e  J S C .  S t a r t i n g  i n  FYS5. 31% i s  scheduled  t o  - .  , - 
Gecome t h e i r  execut:-,re agen t  and w:-, ~-r.c,:de t h e  ;SC 
- p e r a t i c z s  w i t h i n  z k e i r  Budge t .  



LARGE PRESSURE TANKS FEATURES 
NSWC - CARDEROCK DIVISION 

Site I Annapolis I Carderock I Carderock 

Geometry I 10-Foot Diameter Opening, I 13-Foot Diameter Opening, I LO-Foot Diameter, Spllerical 
27 Feet in Internal Imngrh 40 Feet in Internal Length 

- 

Maximum 
Prcssure 

12,000 PSI 3,000 PSI 10,000 PSI 

Cycle * 
Hard 

Soft 

0 PSI -. 4.000 PSI (Max.) -. 0 
PSI in One Minute (Rated for 
2,000.000 IIard Cycles) 

I 

Heat Removal 1,500,000 BTU~HR, 
Capacity (Max.) Annapolis Site has 120 Ton of 

Refrigeration and Associated 
Support Equipment (Heat Refrigeration Equipment is Available to Cool these Tanks to 
Exchangers, Piping, High 35°F and Maintain at that Temperature Provided Tanks arc k i n g  
Pressure Circulation Pumps) in Used to Test Items rhar do not Generate Heat. 
?!ace 

NIA 

Orientation Horizontal Vertical 

Construct ion Two Layer; Acoustically Quiet, Multi-Layer; Not Acoustically 
No Ilincr Nded Quiet, Liner Needed 

N/A 

1 1,600 PSI Pressure Differential ,2,600 PSI Pressure Dil erential 

NIA (Spherical) 

Multi-Layer 

9,600 PSI Pressure Differential 

* There are hvo types of Pressure Cycling. The first type. called Sofi Cycling, is r patented system which allows cyclic 
&sting by varying pressure within model and keep lank prcssure constant. ?he second type, called Hard cycling, subjecu 
the test object to an external pressure up to the maximum-rated capacity of chc pnssure lank while keeping the inside of the 
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ATTACHMENT II 

I I  -- 25 



Pursuant to tte 12/1/94 telephone direct22n frsm Mr. Scn PeYoung, 
the below changes to the Attachment 1: Base Loading Data are 
certified: 

TO correct the addition of the below comconents, change eke 
"Total Ccntracz Workyears" from 102 to 13:: 

No. of Work Years To Be Transferred = 77 
No. of Work Years to be Eliminated = 20 
No. of work-years remaining at the sztivity = 4 
Total Concract Workyears =lo1 
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SCENARIO 3-20-0198-35 AND SCENARIO 3-20-0198-351 
Reference: Control #DJD 07 

Received: 1002 Hrs; 3 Dec 94 
Due : 1500 HRS; 3 Dec 94 

1. previous response to RFC dDJDO4 stated that the "Annapolis 
facility capability to place large horizontal vehicles (both 
manned and unmanned) under certified "man safe1' conditions i n  
unequaled ..." 
3 .  m e n  was the last time that a manned vehicle was tested in 

the facility? 

Response: 1983, the ?ices ;V vehicle. 

b. HOW many times over the past five years? 

Response: None. Xowever, the facility has been used 
continuocsly far qualif:~ing and eval~ating equipment snd 
systems f;r the Navy's Seep submergence assets imannec', and 
unmanned!. The need 'or Lne facility lies in its ability to 
support xanned vehicie rests (i.e. tests while the vehicle 
is occupied by humans) when the requirement exists. -4s 
there are few such vehicles, the need exists: on demand vice 
"production base" concepts. 

c. Plh.t would be the risk to the Navy if the facility were 
closed? 

ResQonse: At sea testing would have to be ccnducted, with 
the inherent risks to human life due to potential 
catastrophic failures. 

C .  where would the United Kingdom go for its testing if the 
Annapolis site closed? 

Res~onse: The United Kingdom has advised the US Navy :hat it 
had recen~ly 'moth balled" their facility and were planning 
on using =he Deep Ocean Pressure Facility located at =he 
Annapolis Site. The NSWC Carderock Division has no 
knowledge of what alternative plans may have been dis-7 Lassed 
or addressed by the United Kingdom. 

2 .  Page 1-3 states that the capability to conduct land based high 
pressure acoustic measurements of submarine ballarting would be 
mothballed. 

3. What facility is this? 

Response: The Submarl-e Fluid Dynamics Laboratory. (reference 
BRAC 95 Iata Call 45 ,  Tab 2 )  provldes tor the measurezent of 
high pressure acoustic zeasurements of submarine ballist 



- .  - C sys:e~.s 2nd ralatei -.-a;-,'e zcnr;;xrz::;ns. -, 1s a najcr 
tost element in the ?~.~e-z~rner.z zf 52-~ancs,i submar~ne 
- - . . =;2a~z-~ 52bsysiem~. ? ~ S E  Ceas.LrE.Ex:s e r s  conauc:-i 17. 

L s I - ~  sx;s:;ng cna ns';l zssis~ -.-zir1'es z x a  - -  - - - -  - -ng - - 
:=n;:g~rs;lcns isr :kt ;.;rFcses zf TS~UC:T-; -he flsw K:;s~ 
, , m m  . e  7.-rr;iing -:aive s ZI~LT; jng>~, 2nd 1':ec.q:2g 

. . 
z2."m46 - - - m .  - 7 - -  . - - - - - . . -L --.- s. :te 12 :IT.~;~CE 1-3w ,~cG;I;::zs 
, .,-r, 

. .  . 
e :s;iatea i n d  rressure x : i c  does 2:: 5 x 2 s ~  

at any zzvernrr,ent zr cxnnerc:ai 3 ; : s .  I t s  estimated 
repiacement ~ ~ a l u e  is S15M. 

m t  is the near and long term risk to the :Navy for the loss 
of this capability? 

- . -  
Resoonse: -As this is zie zniy Ziclr:~~~ of izs kind, =he 155s 
of this zapability wouid be eliminazc 'he ibility to conduct 
land-based ballast and plping law arrkient i(:oustic testing. 

>!ear Tern,: In zoar :ern, :?2 pressnt *Jenicle - .  
radiated acoustic ambients woul; nave : suffice ax: 
any lower zhreshcld acoustic a.-;Lents :iue to baliasting 
operations would have to be met rhrough the use of full 
scale testing. This would most likeiy require "dry 
dockingu of an operational submarine, naking the 
appropriate modifications, and conduc~ing the trials at 
sea. Full scale operations couid be restricted due to 
the SUBSAFE certification requirements, depending upon 
the extent and location of the ziping/v.alving 
modifications. If the facility is only "moth balled", 
then during an emergent situation, it could be re- 
opened for special testing. 

(2). Long Term: In the Long term, the loss sf this 
capability will eventually elim-nate :he knowledge base . - 
and ablli~y to develsp advancec -aw r~bient icoust;~ 
xlaives and p l p l c g  :ilth :he resuirant lecrease :n ~ r . 2  
steaith of the submarine force. 

2. Page 1-4 information questions: 

3 .  Page 1-4 cites the elimination of the potable water supply 
for Navy housing. what options can be exerc,ised to provide 
water sentice to the housing units? 

Tte ::ortt Sever2 :yaw houslng :E depexitsnt .;son zte 
potable :cater suppilii ky  zne NSXC i---rapol~s slte. The 
:;cal xater suppires sre inadequate : 2  su~;zrt these 
r2qulremer.t~. ?otenz:zl ZFtlons :c=l~ie: 



1:. Zzns~ruct a new cotable water treatrnenc faclllty f z r  
el~her a publlc ~ t l l ~ t y  or other operating agency fzr 
t-e Navy houslng unlts at a locatlon s f f  the F~napcl~s 
s;te. AS such analyses are the purv~sv~ of che 
NAVFACENCOM, 20 detalieci cost analys~s for zhls c-,t:ar, 
has been performed by the NSWC Annapells personnel. 

1 : .  Z:nc;nue the operation of the exlstxa facllitles. As 
c'r,e BRAC 95 Scenarlo guldance scatea =hat :he Annapolis 
slte must be closed, Optlon 2 was not Included ln the 
scenarlo response. 

. what would be the impact of closing the fuel storage and 
refueling site for the Naval Academy's Yard Patrol Craft? 

Res~onse: The Naval Academy would have to obtain the 
required services from another source. 

. Can the Academy receive this service from another source? 

T.esponse: The fuel storage and refueling support functizzs 
for the Naval Academy's Yard Patrol Craft Is part of the 
site host functions. As such, the below potential options 
could be examined by either the Naval Academy or other 
activity: 

(1). Utilize commercial docking and refueling resources. 
The technical requirements (due to fueling hose and 
connection differences from commercial resources), 
environmental requirements, capacity, and related 
issues would need to be examined for feasibility; 

(2). Build another facility at another site. Again, 
environmental and cost elements would need to be 
aadressed by the proper authorities. 

(3). Maintain the existing facilities at the present site. 
AS the BRAC 95 Scenario guidance stated that the 
Annapolis site must be closed, this ~pti.on was not 
included in the scenario response. 
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h n h n l  O NU Otl 
Advi(y: Y . W  Cartlctock Div (hnnrllolis) 
JrTlrJ: Jl~tr Lagan or Yur(ith AMns  ~nr: ~ o ~ ~ M - o Y !  

I .  Whnl lrcwnruy WIB~IIC~II ~ ~ L l l l i c r  docs llic M u i i c  Sll~nclg l%!llly P\ Wlllto OIlk youus l b a ~ ,  wl~cn coebl~~ccl  wilb 
rhc M K ,  rnW$ tho Navy*$ mqolnnrcnv Q ills area? O& d ~ r  b d l ~ a  O w l  lo kb nlnlnd, uhh ahcr shc(~) ~ h n n  
Annn~dit  ~rnd Wbhc Oak ~ l d  bj. nuilablc (c,g,, R~WC-PhflndclphinI -Ibw muclr wmkl !be rctocn~ioce to 1h1.u sju(@ C ~ M L ?  

\ 2. Fknm !~Ion~lfy du: nn:ebcr of pcnanr~cl Qlal nta ptoposd <in hc lclocr.~cd wllh cncll Cncllhy on l l ~ c  n)laubcd ehali. 
2' Wjly /H I1 im~mrlnnt to traatrstur the ILw If~ft~trnrtloa Matr~ycl~lo~rl Sptanls Mllcrs, I n  ~ ~ ~ c : ~ n t d c r o c k ' i > ~ h ~  lunxlrr ilu 
c~alccr 11llIcR Tllc olflcsl ncfd b ~ t f l i n  lllau 11 1101 readily nppmla w h o  h y  do aclt cune~rtly rcsldtr wit11 tbc I C ~  c b C  I~c 
tnrlclll~ nt ~i l rdt . rkk.  

h t a t  olh& Vuq, Duo, ur prlvnlc srcht fitlcs m ciu~cntly parlurmlng. o~~nro c ~ p n P c  ul pedorrnu~g. IIIO ntln.(:I'U w ~ ~ k  (1.1 
WMIM be di~nll~llud undOr I* pmpmd reeunrq WI(L b p)zt~lld cnW m tlu Navy blng so hi& why ~RII'~ 11-c ,IOII-CR: 
labor~carlcr proposed for t ~ l o c a l ~ ?  
1 a~eerG flllu Intam,alloa by 1700,1 Ilccc~~~lcr. 

--- WJI DcYortlg (7q?) q-flf7fl 
W'fW This i~fomiyih in rdsd ~rpktly. "kiqUcc( you won1 *!\. o,@iflc~lon ceolmcn& (bcluw) or e o ~  ICGICXJ prgc(s) . - 

I ~ X  i'plclimi~ur j i taptusc M R C I ~  to tho P S A ~  at VD) 756-~74 VIW. md M~IT ~MO!J mpon;c, pmpslly ~ormcn,  
thconfir par  cbab~ cf cmnnahd for 4 f i c n l l o r i  rad hrlhct f o r m d i i ~ y  to h o  BSAT. Olflc!d docurn~~,ra~or~ rrrtlwt ho rc~r~lrlc~l 10 
~ u p j ~ o j t  your L ~ L I ~ O I I B C  and bc a w ~ i l h l ~ l ~  :i)r talldatfa~~ by Ihc Nnvol Audit Scrvlw. 
~oplyr ~ ~ ~ . T $ L $ I  @srr-- - -------- - - -- ----- -- --- 
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SCENARIO 3-20-0198-35 AND SCENARIO 3-20-0198-35A 
Reference: Control #DJD 08 

Received: 1157 Firs; 4 Dec 94 
Due : 1700 HRS; 4 Dec 94 

1. Below questions and responses apply: 

. "what necessary technical capabilities does the Magnetic 
silencing ~acility at White Oak possess that., when combined 
with the MFL, meets the Navy's requirements in this area?" 

Response : 

The technical capabilities incorporated in the Magcetic 
Silencing ~acility at White Oak complement those at tke 
Annapolis site. The &kite Oak site concentrates on the 
magnetic signature reduction and control for steel-hulled 
surface ships, closed loop degaussing, and Mine-Counter 
Measure ships. Its focus is upon reducing the 
eiectromagnetic influence signatures in the field zf ?,ix? 
countermeasures. 

The technical capabilities residing at the Magnetic 
Fields Laboratory at Annapolis encompass the submarine 
machinery and hull electromagnetics signature 
characterizations, reductions, and control, which does not 
exist elsewhere. Large scale submarine models and actual 
shipboard machinery (up to 40 tons weight) magnetic 
signature measurements are conducted. These test 
capabilities are critical to reducing the risks of 
electromagnetic detection by surveillance and ordnance 
systems . 

Combining these technical capabilities into a single 
magnetic fields facility would meet :he Navy's total 
critical slectromagnecic R&D requirements. 

b .  "rf these combined facilities need to be retained, what 
other site(s) than Annapolis and White Oak would be suitable 
(e.g. NSWC-~hiladelphia)?" 

~ 0 t h  rhe Magnetic Fields Laboratory at NSWC, >anapclis 
Detachmen-, and the ~agnetic Silencing Facility at NSWC, 
White Oak Detachment require special site con,siderations. 
These include the absence of ferrous  material,^ within a 2-D 
arc of the operations. In addition, a relati-~ely sce3d-y 
state earzh field musc exist in the geographic locacisn. 

Basej upon known conditions and the need to rotain =he 
critical :echnoiogies near the other ship and submarize 
signature reduction f.~nctions, an alternative site for 
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Z ,  "HOW much would the relocations to this site(6;) cost?" 

scenario 3-20-^.138-354 which c~ntarned the cast f ~ r  the . , sartial repllcatlon c2 the Magnecic Fields Laborscoq 2t 
NSWC, &:nnapoiis Deczc?xnent was quoted at j 5 M .  This ;;st 
provided for :he maxlnum ~cilizaticn of existing buildings, 

. - 
Dower supplies, Lzrrsscruczure supporz (roads, ;erson~el - , . .  . racl~::;es, E ~ c . :  3c:zcenc t 3  the Magnetic Si1enc;ng - . . :ac:-:::y aE :he NSWC, ;ihi~s Oak Detaciient site. 

Scenarlo 3-20-Gl38-42A which contained the cost f3r the 
partial replication 2f the Magnetic Silencing Facllity at 
the KsWC, White Oak Zetachment site adjacent to the Magnetic 
Fields Laboratory at NSWC, Annapolis Detachment was quoted 
at $ 2 ~ .  This cost, as in the case of Scenario 3 - 2 0 - 0 1 9 8 -  
3 5 A ,  provided for Eke maximum utilization of! existing 
buildings, power supplies, infrastructure support (roads, 
personnel facilities, etc.)at the NSWC, Annapolis 
Detachment. 

The combining cf the two facilities at the Carderock 
site, as at any other site, would require an in-depth 
engineering study. The engineering study would need z3 
examine the full buil?Fng, power, and envirsnmencai 
23nsideraticns for s zergea synergistic capabil:=y. There 
is insufficient tlme %ring this query perlod tc conasct and 
provide the required financial data. 

Though sl~ch an engineering study is required, an 
approxinate cost for fully replicating the =wl3 facilit~es at 
another site, e.g. Czrderock, is $20M. 

2 .  "please identify the number of personnel that are proposed to 
be relocated with each facility on the attached shteet.18 

XespCRse: ?lease see  annotations cn sttacked z33ies. 

3 .  The below questions and responses apply: 

- 
3 ... . "my is it important to transfer the three Information 

Management Systems billets, to NSWC-Carderock? The critical 
need to retain them is not readily apparent when they do not 



currently reside with the rest of the function at 
Carderock." 

Tabies 2 - A ( 2 i  2nd 2-8(2) of the Scenarlc 3-20-0133-35~. 
s t a c e  that t-,GO civ-llan billets will Se moved tc -,he ::S'V2JC 
Carcercck sic?. As discussed in the narrative below T3ble 
2-B(2), these critical f-~nctions are presently being 
performed utilizing the equipnent located at the Carderock 
site. This scenario provides for the relocation of t k s  
personnel, presently working at the NSWC Carderock s i r s  but 
organizatianaily attacned to the NSWC Annapolis site. 

'0. "why transfer the officer billet? The critical need to 
retain them is not readily apparent when they do not 
currently reside with the rest of the functi.on at 
Carderock." 

Response : 

There are presently T Q O  offic21 billets associated with 
the NSWC Annapolis Detachment site. The Officer-In-Ckarge 
billet would be eliminated under both Scenario 3-20-0198-35 
and Scenario 3-20-0198-35A. 

rt was the NSWC Carderock Division Commander's 
judgement that the other officer billet now resident at the 
NSWC Annapolis Detachment site would be required at the NSWC 
Carderock site in order to retain a pro-rata balance of 
civilian/military focus within the reorganized Carderock 
Division. 

The fundamental issue goes to the need to ensure that 
appropriate and current fleet influence, in :he form cf 
active duty Naval cfficers, be reflected in ,:he Navy's 
research and development Commands. Additionally, b i l l 5 t s  
for active duty officers must be maintained within the Naval 
Surface Warfare Center as necessary developmental positions 
for the development of future C O 1 s  and Commanders. 

The success of the Navy Laboratory/Engineering station 
program is predicated upon a marriage of Fleet-wise aczive 
duty Naval Officers with the engineering and scientifiz 
community. 

4. The below questions and responses apply: 

a. "what other Navy, DoD, or private sector sites are currently 
performing, the non-CFC work that would be el.irninated under 
the proposed scenario?" 

Response : 



No czher Navy, 2oC,  c r  prl-.-ate s 
currently performing =?.e zsn-CFC .,vor~ 
elinlnated under zhe przccsed scenar: - - 
zeam is zslng all 3 ~ 5 1 - z ~ i e  rnears + -  d L." 

lnternatl~nal CFC producc;~n ban and 
dependence upon ~ t s  I:n:~ed stcckplls 

zctor sites are 
=hat would be 

2 .  The Annap01 
zcomod.ate the 
z 3  minimize the 

is based 

Navy' s 

Central to this hbs keen i?.e assembly of an extensive 
laboratory to characcer:ze non-i?C refrigerant compressors 
and complete fleet and cevelopmental systems under the full 
range of "at sea" demanc csnditrsns. 

Other sites, a.g. ':3rk 
be equipped to perform chis 
facilities now instailsa at 
relocation process, coupled 
of staff replacement and tra 
impact on the availability o 
refrigerants. 

Internat~znal (Y~rk, PA) , couid 
work if equipments and 
Annapolis are relocated. Such a 
with the additio:nal disruption 
.ining will have ,an adverse 
f USN systems which use non-CFC 

"with the potential costs to the Navy being so high, why 
aren't the non-CFC laboratories proposed for  relocation?^ 

It is recognized that 
non-CFC program before its 
through the relocation, wil 
free systems. This will in 
limited Navy CFC stockpiles 
impossible to increase now 
presently in place. 

the termination of the Annapolis 
completion, or total disruption 
1 delay the development of CFC- 
.crease pressures on the current 
, which will be difficult or 
the impending production ban 

Our alternative proposal. Scenario 3-20-.0198-35~. 
recommended relocation c f  facilirles xhich meximize our 
capability retention consistent xith constraints to limit 
total one-time costs. Since there wouid still be an adverse 
program impact (even with a relocation of nor.-CFC 
facilities) and the relocation casts .,vould be high, such a 
proposal was considered beyond the "kcee of the curvehh, and 
was not included. 
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Onc-Time 
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Cost 
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$ 5  OM 
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SCENARIO 3-20-0198-35 AND SCENARIO 3-20-0198-35;~ 
Reference: Control #DJD 09 

Received: 1157 Hrs; 4 Dec 94 
Due : 1700 HRS; 4 Dec 94 

1. "Total facility shutdown is cited as 589 KSF due to mothballed 
facilities. Please identify these facilities arrd the amount of 
space allocated to each." 

-, -ne sniy f3cli:zY proposed for roth ball status 1s the 

Leep Czean Machinery a d  'Jehlcle Pressure S~muiatlon 
Faclllcy xhlch occuples 29.4 KSF. 

The entry in Line j of Table 2-F on page 2-42 should be 
5 9 8  vice 589. The same transposition error was carried into 
Note 3 of Attachment 1: Base Loading Data. This will be 
formally submitted wich the appropriate cert:ifications. 

2. The below questions and resgclnses apply: 

a.  he BSEC statement reads uClose NSWC Det Annapolis, 
including special area (NIKE Site). Why does the 
alternative keep the site open when it can be located with 
the rest of the Ship Materials Engineering D'epartment and 
when, according to the baoeline reoponse, it is clearly 
feasible to do so?" 

Response : 

The baseline scenario (3-20-0198-35) directed the 
closure of both the .rinnapolis and Nike sites. This required 
the relocation of the post-BRAC 91 non-Annapolis functions 
to the Carderock site, where the Ship Materials Engineering 
Departy,ent is to be centered. The relocatlon costs, as 
discussed in Scenario 3-20-0198-35, Section 3, required 
approximately S1M in MILCON. 

As the BRAC 95 Scenario 3-20-0198-35 provided an 
opportunity for an alternative scenario, the .NSWC Carderock 
Division Command elected to minimize the BRAC related costs 
by not incurring the costs for relocation of ,:he facilities 
to the Carderock site. 

j.llIf this equipment is to be retained at their present location, 
justify why this is technically necessary." 

Tlis equipment 2s to be retained at their present 
locatizn, since the relocation costs, as disc~ssed above 
(questLon 2.a above) required are approximateiy $ 1 ~  in 
MILCON. 



These zdvacca5 z5iter:21s prscossl7.; ~3pabll:ti.e~ a r e  
zech~ically necesssr; as :heir lsss .:iouiA have an adverse 
~ ~ p a c z  ts =.he Nav:.: Thermal Spray for Machinery Element 

. .  - .  
~estoration - ~recl.-5e 5evelccn;~r.r, :r.!i rnoa;=:catlsn cf 
V L b L C ~ 3 e l ,  ;rocea~res, :nd naterrz1s :-at zsntrsSute zz -----0 - - c  

mal.7zcnar,cE zsst ~3-.~:.?gs znd Flee: rt3d:r,t?ss ~ k r ~ u g h  :he 
. . 

:-y&.'s, :I.XI.'s and :-?-:al sklcyarcs, :xel:a:ng cz-sits 
- .  . , 

: r a ~ ~ : n g  azc  quai:r~=ac:s,? ;f nl l :zz,-~. ;ersonnel; 
Polyurethane processing -3zovides a ;rstot.yping and 
producabili~y capability, with highly speciaiized and 
zatented Frccesses szd ~quipnent, -?u~a~ckcd in the pr:xJate 

- .  . - ~eczsr; -,nd :he -7-zzr5ct:-;e, r;lul~:-~:szlp~:na~ scient:zic 
- - 

3nd englceerlng errsrEs st NSWCCZ i i ~ d  the securi~y 
classification diczate that this effsrr be conducted :a 
cost-ef f ecti-rely ,r.eet Navy's signat,~re requirements for 
hydrodynamic and cac:?ine-y systems; snd %active Metal Spray 
form in^ - Eliminaticn of this emerging R&D capability for 
affcrdabls c ~ t a n i c  L other naval a l l o y s  f;r near net shape 
maci-.ir.ery c-nponezzs, which does rrot 3XlSL ;n tke priy.rate 
sectzr, -,k.ouid precl.-5e t h e  deveicpaent 2f  redzced cost of 
ownership of auxilj-2r-1 snip systems acqulsiticn and life 
cycle). 3nder Projecr Reliance NSWCC2 has been designated as 
the lead and anly service to conduct research & development 
of Metal Spray Formrng Technology. 

3. "what are the eetimated additional travel conts/aavings 
between Carderock, White Oak, Philadelphia, the NIKE site (35-A 
only), NRL, and the JSC that would be incurred in the course of 
performing all of the related work? Eotimate these costs 
separately for each scenario." 

Increased travel costs between sites i11 the Carderock 
~ivision which woule result from 3RAC 55 Scenario 3-20-0198- 
35 and Scenario 3-2,:-63198-35A are expeczei. For both 
Scenario 3-20-0198-35 and Scenario 3-20-6198-35A, rhere is 
some anticipated additional travel cz~sts. These costs are 
expected to be less zhan $400K annuaily for either scenario. 

For Scenario 3-20-0198-35A, if zne moch balled Ceep 
Ocean Vehicle Sirnulacion Facility at the NSWC Annapolis 
Detachment site is required to be placed I n  an operational 
~ondition, ;ravel czsts between :he Carderock and .Annapolis, 
3nd "iladeiphia a25 >.nnapolis sices -,vill be incurred at a 
rate proporzional 12 :he facility's .:~ilization rate. 
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9. QUESTION: Clarify the facilities to be mothballed under each scenario. Faxed 
response to RFC DJD 09 states "the only facility proposed for mothball status is 
the Deep Ocean ~Machinep and Vehicle Pressure Simulatialn Facility." Yet, page 
1-3 states the Submarine Fluid Dynamics Laboratory woulld be mothballed. Is is 
part of the Deep Ocean Facility o r  colocated with it? 

Response. The response to RFC-DJD-09 is correct that the only facility proposed for 
mothball status is the Deep Ocean Machinery and Vehicle Pressure Simulation Facility 
in both scenarios 3-20-0198-035 and 035A. No reference to mothballing the 
Submarine Fluid Dynamics Laboratory can be found in 3-20-0 198-035. There was 
reference to this in an earlier Scenario 3-20-0198-035A submission (dated 30 Nov 94) 
on page 1-3. However, this was removed in the certified re-submittal of 3-20-0198- 
035A responding to Control Number DJD-06, which was submitted on 3 December via 
the chain of command. The Submarine Fluid Dynamics Labori~tory is not part of the 
Deep Ocean Facility and is not colocated with it. 

A copy of page 3 of the latest submittal of 3-20-0198-035A is attached with the 
relevant statement underlined for reference. 

3. QUESTION: Scenario 3-20-0198-35A cites the cost for partial replication of the 
MFL. Scenario 3-20-0207-42 cites the cost for the partial re'plication of the MSF. 
Faxed response to RFC DJD 08 quoted an approximate cost of $20M for fullv 
replicating the two facilities a t  another site, like Carderock. Does "fully 
replicate" mean that the total sum moved to Carderock wou~ld exceed the 
proposed scenario combinations of the MSF and MFL at eitiher Annapolis or  
White Oak. 

Resoonse. No. The sum of the technical capabilities moved to Carderock do not 
exceed the proposed scenario combinations of the MSF and MFI, at either Annapolis 
or White Oak cited in Scenario 3-20-0207-42 and Scenario 3-20-0198-35A, 
respectively. The Carderock Site presently has no facilities/capabilities that support 
electromagnetic signature reduction and silencing Research, Development, Test and 
Evaluation of steel hulled ships, minesweepers, and minesweeper machinery. The 
present White Oak Facility is located in a magnetically quiet area and includes means 
to control the magnetic field environment very accurately and conduct sensitive 
measurements of scaled ship models. In Scenario 3-20-0198-35A, which closes 
Annapolis, the augmentation of the existing White Oak Facility to handle the operation 
of actual minesweeper machinery (engines, generators, etc.) and to handle large 
submarine magnetic models is proposed at a cost of $5M. This ~*eplicates the 
Annapolis capabilities not now at White Oak. 

The present Annapolis facility is in a magnetically quiet area and includes means to 
control the magnetic field environment very accurately to conduct sensitive 
measurements of the signature of actual operating minesweeper equipment (including 
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services. fuel. exhaust. loads, etc.), and to measure the signature of large scaled 
submarine magnetic models. In Scenario 3-20-0207-42. the khi te  Oak capabilities 
cited above are replicated by augmenting the Annapolis facilitj~ at a cost of S2M. 

Finally. if the capabilities of both the White Oak Magnetic Silencing Facility and the 
Annapolis Magnetic Fields Laboraton. must be fully replicated from scratch at a third 
site such as Carderock. as cited in RFC-DJD-08. the total estimated cost of 
approximately $20M is than the cost of totally replicating both facilities 
independently due to similarities in the basic capabilities of the two facilities regarding 
magnetic field control and measurement. 

In summary, in all three cases, the resulting facilities at the receiving site would have 
the same capability and would meet the Naw's  total critical e1t:ctromagnetic RDT&E 
requirements. 

QUESTION: Given the IMFL's estimated relocation cost to White Oak is $5M 
and the MSF's cost to move to Annapolis is S2M, would it be reasonable to 
apportion the IMFL's move to Carderock at S14M and the FdSF's move at $6M, 
for a total of $20M? This is derived by a simple apportionrnent of the total cost 
by an approximate 5:2 ratio between the facilities. 

Response. No. In attempting to apportion costs for replication1 of the White Oak 
MSF and the Annapolis MFL in a combined facility at Carderock, the commonality of 
the two should be considered. In order to be consistent with tht: various data calls, 
including the Annapolis Site Data Call 5, the total estimated replication cost of $20M 
is distributed per the replication of the Annapolis MFL for $14.5M with augmentation 
of $5.5M to include replication of the White Oak MSF capabilities. 
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1. QUESTION: The faxed response to RFC-DJD-08 shows 1\06 billets moving 
associated with the seven critical facilities. Scenario 035A cites 281 billets (not 
including the JSC personnel) moving with the 7 facilities. ,Justify the additional 
175 billets not associated with the 7 critical facilities by tec,hnical function. 
Explain why it is necessary to the Navy that the 175 billets relocate. The BSEC is 
ensuring that only those technical personnel necessary to conduct critical 
government functions are relocated -- therefore some further personnel 
eliminations may be in order for both proposed scenarios. 

Resvonse. In the Scenario -35 response, the Carderock Division, NSWC had 
interpreted that as the BSAT Scenario provided for the consolidation of the Machinery 
functions at the Philadelphia site, a detailed explanation of the realigned functions was 
not required or allowed. 

However, the Carderock Division took the opportunity in Scenario -35A, to 
describe the full capabilities moving to Philadelphia not just those related to the 6 
facilities. (The Magnetics capability moving to White Oak was also fully described 
m h n g  a total of 7 facilities.) 

The table below shows how the personnel to be relocated to Philadelphia are 
allocated to the technical capabilities. 

Note 1. Total personnel listed in Scenario -35A Section 2-El(1) justifications are 
the actual FY93 personnel related to each technical capability above and 
as a result are slightly different from the numbers in this table. 

Technical Capability 

Advanced Ropulsion 
Machinery R&D 

Advanced Auxiliary 
Machnery (including 
Pulsed Power) R&D 

Advanced Electric 
Machinery R&D 

Machinery Acoustic 
Silencing R&D 

Sea SwvivaYLife-Saving 
Systems 

Totals 

Note 2. This function is transferred to Philadelphia without any personnel. 

Total Personnel Personnel Performing Personnel Related to the 
Relocaung Inherently Governmental 6 Critical Facilities to be 
(Note 1.) Functions Relocated to Philadelphia 

25 16 9 

101 76 25 

8 2 59 23 

53 21 3 2 

Note 2. Note 2. Note 2. 

26 1 172 (Note 3.) 89 

Note 3. In Scenario -35. the 175 personnel relocated included 172 to 
Philadelphia and 3 tc; Carderock. An additional 16 personnel were 
moved to White Oak. 
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Scenario -35 proposes the relocation to Philadelphia of  he 172 personnel 
performing the inherently governmental functions related to propulsion, auxiliary and 
electrical machinery, and machinery silencing. These iunctions are both critical to the 
development of advanced technology for future ships and submarines and critical for 
the execution of Navy machinery programs. 

Personnel Performing Inherently Governmental Functions include posirions. 
such as program management, awarding, directing and monitoring development 
contracts, generating performance or cost assessments. or recorn.mending design 
improvements or corrective actions which can be performed without requiring the 
operation of the facilities now located at Annapolis. 

The expertise embodied by these personnel does not exist elsewhere in 
government or industry. 

7 . QUESTION: How many personnel are required to operate the potable water 
Facilities? 

Resoonse. It takes 5 personnel to operate the water plant. There are 4 water plant 
operators and 1 supervisor. The operators stand an 8 hour watch and rotate through 
shifts. The supervisor handles supervision, record keeping, and is available to allow 
for leave or emergent requirements for an additional person. 

3. QUESTION: With the exception of the manned vehicle testing last conducted in 
1983, what types of testing have been conducted over the last five years that could 
not have been conducted elsewhere? 

Resuonse. The following types of testing that could not have been conducted 
elsewhere and have been performed over the last five years are a.s follows: 

Vehicles 

Qualifying and evaluating vehicles such as Cable Controllied Underwater 
Recovery Vehicle (CURV), ORION, etc. require high pressure (10,000 - 
12,000 psi), size (10 ft diameter, 27 ft length) and horizor~tal orientation. 

Deep Ocean Machinery Systems 

Qualifying and evaluating deep ocean machinery system such as the SSN-21 
Secondary Propulsion Unit, Deep Submergence Electric Power Distribution 
System, etc. require a horizontal orientation, heat removal capability and size 
(10 ft diameter, 27 ft length). 
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Cable Systems 

Evaluation of cable designs such as the Advanced Tethered Vehicle Cable and 
an assortment of fiber optic cables require high pressure: (12.00 psi). size (10 
ft  diameter, >10 t't length) and horizontal orientation. 

Materials 

Evaluation of composite materials such as ceramic and titanium pressure 
vessels and ceramic compaction process require high pressure (10,000 - 12.00 
psi) and size (10 ft diameter. 27 ft length). 

Special Testing 

Evaluation of sonar aperture and hydrophone array panels require low noise - 
high pressure environment. Due to its unique fabrication, the tank is inherently 
acoustically quiet. 

The following table is a log of tests performed over the past five years that 
could not be performed elsewhere. 

TESTS REQUIRING SPECIAL CAPABILITIES OF THE 
DEEP OCEAN PRESSURE SIMULATION FACILCTY 

(10 ft diameter. 27 ft  length/Working Pressure 12,000 psflorizontal Orientation) 

Note: More than 50-percent of the tests conducted in the facility are performed either 
directly for Navy sponsors or for contractors for the benejit of Navy programs. 

11 DATE TEST 

1-89 

9-89 

/ 6-90 thm 7-90 1 Noise test 1 Caderock 

Ceramic compaction Coors Ceramics 
(requires size and pressure of the facility) 

Orion cable Oceaneering 
(requires size and pressure of the facility) 

4-90 

1 / (lest required a quiet test vessel) 
I 

CURV Oceaneering 
(requires size and pressure of the facility) 

1 11-90 I ATV cable I NOSC 11 

I I (size requirement and required quiet tank) 
1 1-90 
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(requires size and pressure of the facility) 

Rubber panels Carderock 



11 DATE I TEST 1 SPONSOR 11 

! 

/ 

I 

i 

I 
i 
1 
1 
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10-93 

f 5-94 

1 10-9 1 
i 

Ceramic vessel tech 1 \Vestinghouse 
(requires size and pressure of the facility) 

Fiber optic cable R.ochester Cable 
(requires size and pressure of the facility) 

Fiber optic cable Rochester Cable 
(requires size and pressure of the facility) 

d 

Fiber optic cable 1 AT&T Bell Labs 
(requires size and pressure ot' the facility) 1 

1 10-9 1 

11-92 

11-92 

1 1-92 

1-93 

4-93 

4-93 

5-93 

6-93 

8-93 

9-93 

9-93 

1 AT&T SPAWAR Navy 
(requires size and pressure of the iacilirl;, 1 
Fiber optic cable AT&T Bell Labs 
(requires size and pressure of the facility) I 

Westinghouse ceramic Westinghouse 
(requires orientation, size and pressure of the 
facility) 

SSN-2 1 Secondary Propulsion Unit Westinghouse 
(requires size and orientation of the facility) 

Fiber optic cable Simplex 
(requi~zs size and pressure of the facility) 

NCEL plow test NCEL 
(requires orientation of the facility) 

SSN-2 1 Secondary Propulsion Unit Westinghouse 
(requires orientation of the facility) 

Sea Cliff elecuical distribution system Lockheed 
(manned submersible components evaiuation 
and qualiFication) 

Fiber optic cable .AT&T Bell Labs 
(requires size and pressure of the facility) 

ISMS system 
(requires orientation of the facility) 

AT&T SPAWAR 

/ 
'Iceaneering 

r\T&T Beli Labs 
(requires pressure of the facility) 

ISMS System Oceaneering 
(requires orieNTATION of the facility) 



3. QUESTION: The Officer billet relocating to Carderock. Evidently the billet is 
important, but is it necessarv? This billet is sure to be evalirated by the BSEC. 
As advised above, only necessary functions are to be relocatt3d. Please consider 
the billet once again in that context. If the decision is that ilt is necessaq, provide 
justification that is different than the one dready provided. 

DATE 

6-94 

7-94 

12-94 

Res~onse. The relocation of the officer billet to Carderock is considered very 
important by the Carderock Division, but it is not "necessary". . 

DJD 01 1 

TEST 

Fiber optic cable 
(requires size and pressure of the facility) ' 

Holding tank 
(requires pressure of the facility) 

Preparation for Sea Cliff manipulator 
((requires size of the facility) ... manned 
submersible components) 

AT&T Bell Labs 

Westinghouse 

Navymattelle 
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QUESTION: RE.- NSWC Cidemck fm dated 30 Novsnt~er 1994.- The fax 
identified personnel moved and eliminated by function for the baseline and 
alternative scenarios. The totals shown for "start, moved, and eliminated" do not 
match the totals presented on Table 2-D of the data calls for both scenarios. 
Please explain and resolve the difference. 

Res~onse. The tables submitted with NSWC-Carderock fax dated 30 November 
1994 were incorrect in that they only indicated NSWC Amlapolis personnel 
(excluding Joint Spectrum Center perscnnel) and imprope]-ly assumed that BRAC- 
91 actions had been completed. Corrected tables are attached. 



NSWC ANNAPOLIS---SCENARIO 35 
UIC 61 533 

CIVILIAN STAFF 

Start 
Beqin FY96 

Prior BRAC 
Impacts 

~ 0 1 ~ 8 1  MO~-- 
Struct Change 1 



NSWC ANNAPOLIS---SCENARIO35 
UIC 61 533 

OFFICER STAFF 



NSWC ANNAPOLIS--SCENARIO -35 
UIC 61 533 

ENLISTED STAFF 



NSWC ANNAPOLIS---SCENARIO -35 
UIC 61 533 

TOTAL STAFF 



NSWC ANNAPOLIS---SCENARIO -35A 
UIC 61 533 

CIVILIAN STAFF 



NSWC ANNAPOLIS---SCENARIO -35A 
UIC 61 533 

OFFICER STAFF 

Start 1 Prior BRAC 
Beqin FY96 I Impacts 

I 
Stnrct Change 

Command 
Comptroller 
Admin 
.Human Resource 

I 

SatetylOSHlEnviron 0 0 0 
Physical Security 0 0 0 

Supply Management 
Computabonal Support 
Info Sys/Commun~catlons 

Public Works 0 0 0 
,Fire Protect 0 0 0 
W D e n t a l  C) 0 0 
AiriWatetfront Ops 0 0 0 
Other 

1 
0 
0 
0 

I I 1 

Technical Operations I 1)  0 1 
I I 

0 
0 
0 

I I 

Total Annapolis 1 2 1 0 1 01 1 I 1 I 0 

I 

Joint Spectrum Center 11 0 0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 



NSWC ANNAPOLIS---SCENARIO -35A 
UIC 61 533 

ENLISTED STAFF 



NSWC ANNAPOLIS---SCENARIO -35A 
UIC 61 533 

TOTAL STAFF 
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SCENARIO 3-20-0198-35 AND SCENARIO 3-20-0198-35A 
Reference: Control # D m  013 

Received: 0808 Hrs; 7 Dec 94 
Due : 1200 HRS; 7 Dec 94 

1. "~lthough I understand that some amplifying assumptions were 
necessary, contract termination costs that are exactly the same 
for two fundamentally different scenarios is not reasonable, 
especially when one retains so much more of the technical work. 
On the other hand, it is reasonable to assume tha~t because the 
alternative proposes transferring R&D functions to Philadelphia, 
Carderock, White Oak, and NRL, any contracts performed in these 
areas are likely to be modified to change the service site or 
shipping destination. In lieu of determining on a contract-by- 
contract basis how much of the $16.9M in claimed termination 
costs is inappropriate to the alternative, provide a percentage 
of Annapolis contracting load for each technical function 
proposed for relocation. Given the assumption that termination 
costs are spread evenly among all technical functions - -  retained 
and cancelled - -  a reasonable answer can be derived." 

Reswonse : 

Please see response to question #2 

2. "If one is available, I also open to a better idea that 
arrives at a satisfactory solution. I believe it is better to 
arrive at a satisfactory solution now rather than have the BSEC 
mandate one when there will be even less time to perform the 
necessary work to arrive at one." 

Reswonse : 

There are thirceen major facilities that. have contract 
cos ts  at the Post-BRAC 91 NSWZ Annapolis Detachment. Six of 
the thirteen major facilities are not proposed to be moved 
to be moved under the alternative Scenario 3-20-0198-35A. 
Assuming a straight line apportionment of the contract 
termination costs across all the major facilities, a factor 
of 0.4615 (i.e. 6/13ths) may be used to determine the 
contract termination costs 

FY Scenario "035" Scenario "035AW - 
1996 $li, 200K $ 5,169K 
1997 $ 4,700K $ 2,169K 
1998 $ 1,000K $ 462K 
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1. QUESTION: How else might the Navy's need to conduct high pressure acoustic 
measurements of submarine ballasting and related piping systems be satisfied if 
the Annapolis capability is closed? 

Response: There is no existing capability in government or industry which can 
perform this capability if Annapolis is closed. 

The only alternative is to replicate this facility and the associated skilled 
personnel elsewhere to meet the Navy's need to conduct high pressure acoustic 
measurements of submarine ballasting and related piping systems. Annapolis is the 
only known facility with the capability for full scale evaluations at shipboard 
operational conditions of air, water. and hydraulic systems and components without 
contaminating acoustic interference from supporting systems such as pumps and 
compressors. Steady state and transient noise signatures are meiuured concurrently 
with mechanical conditions and operations. System background noise levels and 
analysis equipment are designed for the evaluation of components for the world's 
quietest ships. The facility is capable of establishing deballasting parameters and 
certification of SUBSAFE components which are critical for submarine safety and in 
support of design agents and shipbuilders. 

The estimated cost of replacing this facility at a different site is $15.0 M. 
Relocation costs are estimated to be $8.64M if accomplished by land or $1.64M if by 
water, not including the 5 key personnel. (The large high pressure tank can only be 
moved by barge. Replacement cost of the tank is $7M.) 

2. QUESTION: How else might the Navy's need to identify, assess, validate, and 
direct development of technologies in the areas of cryogenics, superconductivity, 
and power semiconductors be satisfied if the Annapolis capability is closed? 

Res~onse: Power semi-conductor R&D capability exists in both private industry and 
universities. The Annapolis contributions in this area are keyed tjo those specific 
issues which are unique to military requirements. such as establislling and validating 
derating factors and stress limits, guiding and coordinating contracted R&D with 
industry and academia, assuring coordination with other government agencies, and 
translating system requirements into R&D goals. This Annapolis capability does not 
exist elsewhere and can not be contracted since it is an inherently governmental 
function. 

In order to retain the power szmiconductor capability, it should be located with 
the Navy group doing Elecuical Power Systems R&D which is relocated to 
Philadelphia in Scenario 035A; since it is critical to have strong, real-time interaction 
between the semiconductor and system technologies. In order to rnaintain the 
capability, transfer the equipment required to complete this capabil.ity to Philadelphia. 
Estimated one time unique cost to move this facility which include specialized Dower 
semiconductor characterization equipment and laboratory insuume~ltation and 
equipment is approximately $250K. 
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Although basic research capability exists at some government laboratories in 
superconductivitg and cryogenics. and design and manufactuc:ng capability exist in 
industry. Annapolis is the only organization which has the com\)ination of experienced 
personnel and facilities required to address and objectively evaluate technology for 
power applications of these technologies. Maintaining this expe:nise is essential for 
the specification and evaluation of superconducting electnc machinery for Navy ships 
and submarines of the future. 

The expertise in the technology areas of cryogenics and superconductivity for 
power applications in the Navy is exclusive to the Annapolis Detachment. There are 
10 key engineers and scientist with over 150 years of total expe,rience in this area 
associated with facility intensive work. It would be necessary to relocate these 
personnel with facilities to retain this capability, preferably to Philadelphia to retain 
the synergism with related machinery and electrical capabilities. The relocated 
individuals require key laboratory facilities to support their efforts which are not 
available in the industrial or university base. These unique facilities which have been 
designed. built, and utilized for specific Navy needs include such things as shock and 
vibration apparatus for superconducting magnets. magnet stabiiit:~ energy-to-quench 
measuring devices and developmental cryogenic refrigeration sys'tems. One time 
unique cost to relocate facilities is $4M excluding site preparation. 

3. QUESTION: How else might the Navy's need for cooling system developments 
permitting non-CFC refrigerants be satisfied if the Annapolis facility is closed? 
Data Call #5 states that "these facilities are only duplicated (somewhat) at the 
largest of the major air conditioning manufacturer's plants, adthough facilities are 
tailored to the unique Naval application of water heat rejection over a wide range 
of water temperatures." Is it possible to outsource the necessary development 
work to the A/C manufacturers or to some other contractor ~lsing the 
manufacturer's facilities? 

Res~onse: There is no way to accommodate the Navy's cooling system development 
needs if NSWC Annapolis is closed or if the program is delayed as a result of 
relocation of this facility to another site. An explanation is provilded below. 

Shipboard combat systems are cooled by vapor compression air conditioning 
plants. Ships cannot function without this vital cooling. The buGk of the fleet uses 
CFC-114 refrigerant in these cooling systems. The Navy is the major user of CFC- 
113 in this application and has approximately 850 large units in the fleet ranging in 
size from 125-363 tons of cooling. The Navy is the only entity searching for a 
suitable. environmentally acceptable replacement for CFC- 1 14. 

In 1987, concerns about the depletion of the earth's protective ozone layer led 
to an international agreement, the Montreal Protocol. which began the process of 
controlling the production of CFCs. Continuing depletion of the ozone layer led to 
President Bush's 1992 decision to order a complete ban on CFC production effective 
January 1,1996. This accelerated phase out resulted in the Navy accelerating the 
development of facilities and staff capabilities at NSWC Annapolis to solve this 
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problem. 

The Navy has established a limited stockpile of CFCs to satisfy the fleet needs 
until all fleet units are converted to CFC-free refrigerants. The size of the CFC-113 
stockpile was based on conversion of fleet units beginning in FY 98 and continuing 
through IT 08. The conversion schedule was predicated on successful and rapid 
prosecution of the R&D program at NSWC Annapolis. 

Any delay in the prosecution of the R&D program will result in a conversion 
program delay which in turn will prematurely deplete the stockpile. Defense Logistics 
Agency @LA), the mmager of the stockpile, has advised the Navy that further 
procurements of CFC-114 are unlikely since the CFC manufacturers have already 
committed their CY 95 final production allocation. Reinstituting CFC production 
requires agreement by the parties to the Montreal Protocol. 

York International is the Navy's sole supplier of CFC-114 air conditioning 
plants and is the only supplier with the necessary skilled staff and limited facilities to 
continue this work if NSWC Annapolis were to close. However, York is currently 
aggressively pursuing their comm x c i d  CFC repiacement work, which does not 
include CFC-114, ( nationwide there are 80,000 air conditioning plants that must be 
convened or replaced) and has limited personnel and facilities available for other 
pursuits. York International's Marine group is currently performing on six large 
NSWC Annapolis contracts for the development of new CFC-free air conditioning and 
refrigeration plants for future ship construction programs - DDG 51 IIa, LPD 17, CVN 
76 and NSSN. These contract efforts have consumed York's current staff and their 
new hires. 

The reassignment of all of the CFC elimination work to York will require the 
expansion and modification of York's facilities and the movement of the fleet 
hardware currently at NSWC Annapolis. The cost of facility rep1.ication and 
equipment movement done is estimated at $1 1.2M. The time to replicate facilities. 
the loss of the skilled experienced staff at Annapolis, the acquisit:~on and training of 
additional staff at York will result in significant program disruption. The resultant 
minimum two year delay in the program will require an additional 400,000 lbs of 
CFC-114 for the stockpile at a cost 6f $4.8M as a minimum. As stated above, it is 
unlrkely that this additional quantity can be procured. 

Outsourcing the work to another contractor using the York facilities is 
extremely unlikely and the program disruption and consequences described zbove 
could be even more severe. 
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SCENARIO 3-20-0198-35 AND SCENAFUO 3-20-0198-35A 
Reference: Control # DJD 015 
Received: O8:55EST 7 Dec 94 
Due: 12:OOEST 7 Dec 94 

1 .  The below questions apply: 

a. "Estimate the cost of relocating the Deep Ocean Pressure Simulation 
Facility at NSWC Carderock." 

Response: 

The Deep Ocean Pressure Simulation Facility can only be moved by 
barge. It is 27 ft long by 10 ft  inside diameter and weighs approximately 850 
tons. As a consequence, it cannot be relocated to the Carderock Site. Barges 
can not navigate up the Potomac River as a far a s  the Carderock site. 

As it was originally barged from the Philadelphia region, it could be 
moved to the Philadciphia site. The removal of the tank from the Annapolis 
site would require the acquisition of a special barge or dredging near the dock 
area, due to draft limitations, as well as  a mechanism to move the mass of the 
tank onto the barge. Adequate industrial facilities exist at the Philadelphia site 
for removal of the tank and its subsequent handling to finial placement. In 
addition, it should be noted, that the movement of the pressure vessel in 
Philadelphia would require a location near the docks. Movement of the vessel 
over standard road construction is impractical. A cost estimate for this 
operation is not readily available. 

b. "Also estimate the cost of bringing the facility out of nlothball status for a 
single test" 

The cost of bringing the Deep Ocean Pressure Simulation Facility out of 
a mothball status for a test is estimated to be $50K (4 personnel @ $O.SK/man 
day for 20 days plus $10K for a NAVFAC certification test). 

This estimate is based upon the assumptions that th.e facility has had 
minimal deterioration during the moth ball period. In addition, it is assumed 
there is resident engineering knowledge on the operation and certification 
elements of the facility (at least 2 persons). If such qualified personnel are not 
available, then the time period would be significantly longer. 
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2. The below questions apply: 

a. "Estimate the annual cost of maintaining the Submarine Fluid Dynamics 
Laboratory in a mothball status." 

Response: 

The c o s ~  of placing the Class 2 real property housing the Submarine 
Fluid Dynamics Laboratory in mothball status is estimated at a one dme cost of 
$3.2K and an annual cost of $31.OK. These numbers are based on a pro-rata 
share of the P-164 costs of plzcing the buildings that house the facilities in a 
"Reserve Status" (i.e. between "Abandonment" and "Ready Standby" in the P- 
164 document). 

The cost of placing the Class 314 equipment within the Submarine Fluid 
Dynamics Laboratory in mothball status is estimated at a one-time unique cost 
of $40K. This cost is in-lieu of a detailed engineering cost estimated. 

b. Estimate the cost of bringing the facility out of mothball status for a 
single test" 

DJD 015 

Assuming the high pressure vessel can be recertified by the Naval 
Facilities Command, the cost of bringing the facility out of mothball status will 
be dependent on the amount of deterioration which occurs in the of support 
systems (air flasks, computers, special piping and valves, e:tc.) contained in the 
facility. It is expected that some deterioration will occur. 

Based upon our best engineering judgement, it is estimated that the 
cost of bringing the facility out of mothball status for a single test will be 
approximately one-tenth of the replacement cost of the facility's support 
systems per year the facility is mothballed. 

Support Systems 

Air storage flasks 
Air compressors 
Data acquisition system 

Total 

111 0-Rer>lacemt:nt Cost 

The magnitude of the deterioration will vary with the amount of time 
the system has been in a "mothball" status and hence the c c ~ t  to bring the 
facility to operational status is expected to be $ 330 K for e:ach year the facility 
has mothballed. 
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SCENARIO 3-20-0198-35 AND SCENARIO 3-20-0198-35A 
Reference: Control #DJD 016 

Received: 1005 Hrs; 7 Dec 94 
Due: 1200 HRS; 7 Dec 94 

1. "Estimate the cost of relocating the Submarine Fluids Dynamic 
Laboratory at NSWC, Carder~ck~ 

The Submarine Fluids Dynamic Laboratory consists of special 
piping, an acoustic isolated large high pressure tank, a bank 
of high pressure air flasks, several high pres,sure 
compressors, and related support equipment. 

The high pressure tank is too large ( 6 0  ft long by 14 ft 
diameter! and heavy (70 tons) to move by land. Therefore, to 
move to the Carderock site, it would have to be replicated at 
the site. The total cost (excluding the moving costs for 
approximately 10 tons of equipment and the 5 pee irsonnel 
associated with the operation of this facility) is estimated 
at $8.64M. This one-time unique costs are composed of the 
high pressure tank replication of $7M; the labor costs for 
removal and re-installation of the various support equipments 
(e.9. high pressure air storage flasks and piping, high 
pressure compressors, data acquisition equipment, and other 
subsystems) at a cost of approximately $0.66M; the replacement 
of the data acquisition system (S0.5M); and the site 
preparation ($0.48M) . 

2. "Estimate the cost of relocating the non-CFC lalboratory 
facilities at either NSWC Carderock or at an industrial site, 
whichever is most cost-effective." 

The cost of relocation of this capability from NSWC 
Annapolis to NSWC Carderock would include equipment relocation 
and facility replication (approximately $11.2M), a MILCON for 
a suitable building and cooling "tower" (approximately 6,000 
gallons per minute heat rejection requirement). Though no 
engineering analyses have been completed, a rough order of 
magnitude MILCON cost of $10M is provided. 

However, it should be noted that a relocation of the non-CFC 
laboratory would still require an interruption in the program 
and create delays as discussed in the response to DJD-014 cf 6 
December 94. As stated earlier, this program disruption would 
have an adverse impact upon the CFC stockpile and consequent 
mission capability. 
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SCENARIO 3-20-0198-35 AND SCENARIO 3-20-0198-352~ 
Reference: Control #DJD 017 

Received: 1345 Hrs; 7 Dec 94 
Due : 1400 HRS; 7 Dec 94 

1. flExplain why the non-CFC work presently condukcted at Annapolis 
can not be performed at a shipyard by Navy ISE personnel with the 
A/C manufacturers and other accessory  contractor^.^^ 

The realignment of the non-CFC functions presently conducted 
at the NSWC Annapolis site would require, as a minimum, the 
below actions: 

a. Replication of the Annapolis non-CFC facilities and 
relocation of the installed fleet hardware at Annapolis 
at an estimated cost of Sl1.2M. 

b. A suitable building with high floor loading, overhead 
crane, 6MW of electrical power and 6000 gallons/minute of 
cooling water; 

c. Recruitment of a R&D capable staff who are experienced in 
performing inherently governmental acquisition decisions 
in this technical area; and 

d. Appropriate lead times for training, equipment 
installation, and bringing the facility to an operational 
condition. 

The potential realignment of these functions to an Navy ISE 
activity would not include any existing shipyards. The 
present activity for the performance of Machinery related ISE 
functions is the NSWC Philadelphia Detachment, Carderock 
Division. 

With regards to the performance of this function by a 
contractor work force, it should be noted that many df the 
functions are inherently government responsibilities. 

Regardless of any realignment of these functions, the reader 
should be reminded.of the earlier responses to DJ13-014 & DJD-016 
of the adverse impact of any delay in the development and 
completion of the projects being undertaken by this activity at 
this time. 



BSAT REQUEST FOR CLARIFICATION -- DJD 018 



DEC-07-84 WED- 18: 17 - -  . - -  CDNSWC, ANNAPOL IS DET, 
u r r L  L L ,  . L O U  

FAX NO, 410 293 2638 
=W't'H ,9i- -& qmi.. .... u lxL  L V V t  U l l l  

EK--*-- -- 



Scenario 3-20-0195-035 & 035~ 
Ref'e~nce: Control # DID 01 8 

Recxivcd 
Due: 1800 HRS 7 DEC 1994 

1. Attachment I: Base Loading Data (see attached) shows one officer hiIlet 
eliminated under the proposed Force Structure Changes. Tahle 2-D of both 
scenarios does not show an officer billet being elinli~~ated urrcier Force Structure 
Changes. ShouId Attachment I be revised? 

Rcsponsc : 

Yes. The revised Attachment I sheets are attached. 



DEC-07-94 WED 18 : 17 CDNSWC, A N N A P O L  IS DET, 
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SCENARIO 3-20-0198-35 AND SCENARIO 3-20-0198-35A 
Reference: Control #DJD 019 

Received: 1907 Hrs; 7 Dec 94 
Due : 1900 HRS; 7 Dec 94 

1. "RE: Data Call 35A; page 3 - 3 .  The note mentions losing and 
gaining site estimates. If I understand it correctly the costs 
on p.2-35 are the losing site estimates for the rnovement and 
reconstruction of the equipment. The $380K on p,,3-3 is the 
gaining site estimate for 'clean out of the site, removal of 
existing equipment and tie in of utilities to the site.' (i.e. 
preparing the gaining site for receipt of the equipment.) Is 
this a correct understanding of the costs?" 

Reswonse : 

Yes, that is the correct understanding of the costs. 

2. The below questions and responses apply "RE:Data Call 035A; 
page 3 -4 : 

a. I1Is the 3380K for maintenance and repair, fire protection, 
etc really a cost paid out every year after 1997? or is it a 
one-time cost paid in 1997 to prepare the building closed 
previously by BRAC- 913 l1 

Reswonse : 

The $380K is the actual annual operating cost of a 
building closed in BRAC 91 that has the sufficient high 
bay to install the Machinery Acoustic Silencing 
Laboratory. That building was selected because of its 
size and location away from the noise generators, as 
reqllired by the losing activity. 

b. "If it is a recurring cost, why is it an annual cost, and 
why such an expensive one?" 

It, however, also contains office space over the high 
bay area that would not be required for the transfer. No 
consideration for use or lay-up of this space (i.e. 
office space over the high bay areal was made in the 
original submittal. If this space were laid up, the 
annual cost could be reduced by approximately S190K. 
Therefore the overall operating annual cost would be 
approximately $190K. 
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SCENARIO 3-20-0198-35 AND SCENARIO 3-20-0198-35A 
Reference: Control #DJD 020 

Received: 0836 Hrs; 8 Dec 94 
Due : 1200 HRS; 8 Dec 94 

1. "RE: Data Call 35A; page 2-42, Table 2-F, (line a) One-Time 
Costs: The 1996 figure of $11,47OK does not add up from the 
costs itemized on p.2-33. I believe the 1996 costs should add up 
to $11,215K. The extra $255 K may be due to the mothball costs 
which are identified elsewhere. Please resolve t:his 
discrepancy." 

Yes, you a r e  c o r r e c t .  We have a t t ached  the  co r r ec t ed  p.2-42 
p e r  the reduc t ion  of 1 9 9 6  "One-Time Unique Costs" by $255K.  
A s  t h i s  cos t  was placed i n  t h e  e a r l i e r  a s  a "Recurring Cost" 
( l i n e  f, Table 2 - F ) ,  no change i s  required on t h a t  e n t r y .  



BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEI'ELOPMEST DATA CALL 
Enclosure (2) - LOSKVG BASE QUESTICbNS 

Annapolis Site 
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 

Summarize data shown in response to supportin$ data questions a. ~:hrough j .  above in the 
following rable. S o t e  that all entries must be shown in tS000). 
Table 2-F(1)Dynamic Base information Summarv 

UIC 61533 
6 Dec 1994 

Enclosure (2) 

Losing Base: 

j. Fac. Shutdown (KSF) ] 598 
kotc I >lisce~~ancous Recurring LOSU orovlae to: z e  veep uccan tacliln mom ball cosu 
Note 2 Ll~scellaneou recurnnq cosls arc entered for me tirsl year o i  occurence Der COBRA lnsmcoons 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

h. 

i. 

One-Time 
Unique 
Costs 

One-Time 
Unique 
sv3s 

OG*-T~:~I~ 
Move 
Costs 

Net 
Mission 
Costs -- 
Net 
Mission 
Savings 

Misc 
Recur 
Costs' 

Misc 
Recur 
Savings 

Land Sales 

Procureme 
nt  Cost 
Avoid 

NSWC-Xnnapol~s 

1996 ' 1997 1998 

1 .OOO 

0 

3.000 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-i-kml 
I /  2 (b! 

0 

6.000 

0 

0 

255' 

0 

0 

0 

4.700 

0 

19.650 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1999 

8.9 19 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1000 

0 0 25.834 1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

30.650 

0 

0 

255 

0 
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BAYB STRUCTURB ANALYSD 'lBAM (DSAT) 

Control # DJD 02 1 

activlry: NS\W Ca~da~rock DLv (Annagollo) 

A'rlN: St tn Logan or Judith AIklns Fa: 703-602-0541 

CLAR1FICATIQN I CXNUteC'flOPJ REQUElSrtn, lor Scenarlo Develapmont Dnh Crll # 3-200198.03$ and 035A: 

1. In rho nonCK' R&D pmgmm, how mnay ot Aanapo3s' la-houao por8omol me prfonnitig B k c  dewlopment work oa U l o  
W~vy'a nun-ClrC coullng ~cjulromanrl Do not Jnchnkc conb~~lrn.  

2. 111 Uic non-C!FC R&D pmgmm, how mnny of Alu~npdb' in-ho~wu praor~tcl lava (21~11419 In Fogan nv~lagcocu~: O I V ~ I R ~ ,  
tliwc~lry) and modtosing dovulopa~at contmcl& ~emrntlr* ~crEomanw cw coat ais&mes& or rccommoncllng dosbn 
lrupwvcn~culJ OF C O ~ C U V C  m'tlo~~, I)O nDt back& cmr(ncbs. 

I- need UJn Infornmfloo by 18M, Otxonrher. ' 

~ b l ~ i -  d n f & m i o n  is nwlcd irgenrly. Rq~wt ~u rpnpad a h  clwlflcpllon cornmlm (helm) or cos~acted p8a(8l4 
PAX n jtnbJlmlnnry msponsc dlrcctly lo  he DSAT nl ( I 0  756-21W. Then, mad yont ofUeld raaponao, properly ccrtlflect, 
ll~rvugk ymr drd~r  01 co~urnmnd for cwHknllu11 md furlllcr C~r.wnding to IIIU QSAT. OTIZcld hcol;lcirlellon awt retnlnad lo 
~rrppurl your nlsyor180 ~ s d  Bo nvnllrrblc for vnUdntW by Ole NI1W AWlt Scnrlc, 

P c I V \ E ~ L E $  c; I + I  r r  1 (G-LY W-C' ~q 
Numc Code Commarcl~l Phano ff Data TI 



Scenarlo 3-20-0 198-035 & -035A 
Reference: Control # DJD 02' 

Receivod 1630 H R S  8 DEC 1994 
Due: 1800 HAS 8 DEC 7994 

1. In tho non-CFC R&D program, how many of Annapalls' In-houee personno1 
are performing direct developmmt wark an the Navy's non-CFC cooling 
requlrements? Do nat Include contraotors. 

Response: 
At the present time a total of 30 Annapolis in-house personnel are workrng on the 
non-CFC R&D program. Due to the critical nature of and magnitude of this effort, it 
is required to raise this total to 40 by FY 1996 and continue this level of manning 
for the foreseeable future In order to meet the accelerated CF'C phase out schedule. 
This growth will be accomplished through adjustment of personnel assignments 
andfor if possible, staff augmentation. Members of the in-house staff frequently 
split their work t~me between actual develaprnent work and work rotated to 
contracting c: grogram management. Annapolis in-house personnel will perform 25 
work years of direct development work on the Navy's non-CFC cooling requirements 
in M95 and 33 work years in N96 and beyond. In acklitbn, an estimated one man 
year per year of base operating support (which assures the availability of cooling 
water and other servioes) is required. 

2. In the non-CFC R&D program. how many of Annapolie' in-houre personnel 
have dutles In program management, directing and monltorlng development 
contracts, goneratlng performance or cost areeermonts, or reaommendlng darlgn 
improvements or cortectlve actlonr. Do not lnelude contraatore. 

Respance: 
Annapolis in-house personnel w~ll perform 5 work years in the areas of program 
management, awarding, directing, and monitoring development contracts; generating 
performance of cost asoessmonts; or recommending design iniprovements or 
corrective actions in N95. In FY96 and beyond this numbelr will grow to 7 work 
years. Only 3 to 4 personnel are devoted exclusively to these areas, the balance of 
the work years are split among many personnel attached to this program who use 
their "hands onWR8D knowledge to ensure that these functions are performed 
efficiently arid to the exacting standards necessary to meet Nf~vy requirements, In 
addition, an estimated one man year per year of contract spec:ialist support is 
required. 
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BSAT REQUEST FOR CLARIFICATION CONTROL # DJD 022 
SCENARIOS DEVELOPMENT DATA CALLS # 3-20-0198-35A 

Ref: Response to DJD 011 

1. QUESTION: The 172 personnel who are proposed to be moved to Philadelphia 
by the alternative scenario are personnel performing "inherently governmental 
functions," and the response further defines those functions. Describe how the 
functions of the 89 personnel, who are related to the 6 critical facilities differ 
from those explained for the 172. 

Response: For clarity in answer the Question #1 of DJD 01 1. o111y the functions of 
the 172 persons performing inherently governmental functions were addressed. Also 
in the response to DJD 01 1, the distribution of personnel to be relocated among 
technical capabilities and functions was described in a table. That table is reproduced 
here for your convenience. 

1 

Advanced Propulsion 
Machinery R&D 

Technical Capabil~ty 

25 16 

Advanced Auxiliary 
Machinery (incluCmg 
Pulsed Power) R&D 

Advanced Electric 
Machinery R&D 

Total Personnel Personnel Performing Personnel Related to the 
Relocating Inherently Governmental 6 Critical Facilities to be 

Functions 

101 76 

82 59 

I 

Personnel Performing Inherently Governmental Functions include positions, such as 
program management, awarding. directing and monitoring develop~nent contracts, 
generating performance or cost assessments, or recommending design improvements or 
corrective actions which can be performed without requiring the operation of the 
facilities now located at Annapolis. 

Totals 

Personnel Related to the 6 Critical Facilities include positions. such as measuring the 
acoustic performance or thermal efficiency of experimental shipboard machinery, or 
validating the performance of prototype equipment against specifica.tions, all of which 
require the Annapolis R&D facilities recommended for relocation to Philadelphia as 
well as additional inherently governmental functions more closely allied to the 

Systems 
I 

Machinery Acousuc 
Sllenclng R&D 

Sea Sw~vaVL~fe-Savlng 

26 1 172 89 

DJD 022 

53 2 1 32 

0 0. 0 

1 



facilities. The 6 facilities were considered to be critical because the existing facilities 
at Philadelphia are not capable of performing the R&D functio~~s relocating. 

2. QUESTION: Further, explain the rationale for why these personnel were not 
proposed to mo\.e under the baseline scenario. 

Response: The additional 89 personnel related to the 6 facilities are relocated to 
presenre the capability to measure/e\7aluate performance of deve:lopmental machinery 
systems and components. These personnel were not relocated under Scenario -35 
because they were closely related to the facilities and can not perform their functions 
without those facilities. 

The movement of the 89 personnel and 6 critical facilities was not proposed in 
the Baseline Scenario -035, because our interpretation of the scenario statement was 
that facilities could not be relocated or duplicated under the scenario's guidelines. 

Under the aitcrnative Scenario -35A. positions associated with the facilities to 
be relocated provide complementary assets in the performance of the inherently 
governmental functions within Scenario -35. Without these pers~snnel and facilities, 
the ability of the Navy to perform those inherently governmental functions described 
in the Baseline Scenario -35 will decrease in effectiveness in the future. 

DJD 022 
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Scenario 3-20-0 198-035 & -035A 
Reference: Control # DJD 023 

Received 1300 HRS 9 DEC 1994 
Due: 1700 HRS 9 DEC 1994 

1. I understand that the non-CFC R&D program is scheduled to end In 2002. 
Identify the technical milestones that the program is  work ing toward, as well as 
pol icy directives and pol i t ical  requirements that are dr iv ing them. For each 
year of the R&D program through 2002, show the techn~ical staff ing levels for 
cont rac tor  personnel .  

Response: The non-CFC R&D program is scheduled to end in 2002 as shown in attachment 1. 
The R&D program is followed by fleet implementation which continues through 
2010. It is essential that R&D facilities remain operational through the period 
of fleet implementation to solve potential problems which occur during 
implementation. Attachment 2 shows details of the R&D program as it relates to 
specific ship classes. 

The Department of Defense Directive (No. 6050.9), attachment 3, establishes 
policy and assigns responsibilities for Research and Development programs to 
develop suitable substitutes for CFC applications. Attachment 4 (OPNAVINST 
5090.2) establishes policy for implementing the Departmient of Defense 
Directive within the Navy. The Naval Sea Systems Command letter of 27 July 
1990 (attachment 5) assigns execution of the CFC RBD program to NSWC-CD. 
The staffing levels for contractors are shown in the following table and are our 
best estimates, assuming planned schedules can be met. 

Staffing Level for Contractor Personnel By Fiscal Year and Site 

Fiscal year 
@CATION 9 5 9 6 9 7 9 8 9 9 00 - 
Annapolis on Site 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 

York 4 0 4 2 4 4 4 0 3 0 2 0 1 0  0 

Northern Research 
and Engineering 3 4 4 3 3 2 0 0 

Note: This contractor effort does not include any support for technical manuals, etc. which are 
not included in the R8D program. 

2. I s  al l  of  the program's technical activity conf ined to  Bui ldings 3B/3C/3E? 

Response: Yes, except for some of the technical personnel office space located in Building 3D 
which is adjacent to the others. 

3. 1 understand that the total replacement value for the fa~cll l t les Is 
approximately $11.2M. Assuming available funds, how long would i t  take to  



r e ~ l l c a t e  (not  relocate) those faci l i t ies at NSWC-Philadelphia, wl th concurrent 
operation of the  present facil i t ies? 

Response: The replacement cost of $1 1.2M is correct, excluding class two (buildings) and the 
air conditioning plants themselves. The savings gained from not disassembling 
existing facilities and shipping them to Philadelphia is equivalent to the cost of 
purchasing new materials for use in Philadelphia. Assunling available funds in 
addition to qualified engineers and technicians, it would ,take approximately 18 
months to replicate the facilities. This schedule could possibly be accelerated 
slightly by the use of extensive overtime with the associasted increases in costs 
above $1 1.2M. For the facilities to be productive, and to avoid program delays, 
additional air conditioning plants would need to be purchased at a cost of 
approxirnately $9M with three year contract and deliveqr time. Following this, 
approxirnately 9 months of baseline operation to map the performance of the 
plant in its facility would be required before the R8D program could continue. 
Additional personnel would be required to be trained during this period to allow 
the Annapolis personnel to continue working; however, one would expect some 
delay in schedule due to an obvious requirement for the Annapolis personnel to be 
involved in the relocation activities. As an example, construction of the current 
facility began in 1991 and will be fully operational in 1095. 

4. Where d id  the major equipment/facilities of the non-CFfC complex come 
f r o m ?  

Response: The CFC Facilities were designed by NSWC Annapolis. They are constructed from 
commercially available materials, with the exception of the air conditioning 
plants themselves, which were purchased from York International. Construction 
of the facilities was done on site by NSWC personnel. 







Departnent oi Defense 

DIRECTIVE 
P e b r a r r y  13, 1989 

R e f c r e r c e s :  (1) Y c z t : e a l  P r c t o c o l  c z  S-5r ; iaces  :hat h ; ! e t e  t h e  Ozone Layer 1 

(b) i :s ter : ic-  c f  S t r t ~ c r ; i c : i c  O t o o e :  L'. S ,  I n v i r o m c t a l  
i r s r e c t i o a  Ageicy  (USLIA) i i ; a l  2x1. (Feder r1  Z e g i r t e r ,  .. 3 t C I "-a - 5 3 ,  ;age 30565, . 4 ~ g ' l s L  1 2 ,  1 9 6 8 )  

3 .  Tle i c r g - : e n  ; r z c e s s  c f  d e c r e a s i t a  3c3 depesdtnce on CTCs are h r i o z s  
because c i  redsced a v a i l a 5 i i i t y  ix f v t u r c  years  due t o  rrzertly ?:sc:!grttd 
ictersatic=al and d o c e s r i c  prslcc:ica 1iri:s ( r e f e r e r c e r  ( a )  aad (5)). 

4 .  3 ~ 1 e a r c h  and dece!o;=e;t (?a) ;::grams :a c!eve!c? o r  e v a l r u t r  s - i r a b l e  
--a a u b s t i t ~ t e s  i c r  h a l o r s  133 o:ter z iss ic3- : : i t icaf  L:L ~ j i l i ~ a : i ~ ~ ~ .  

! - ~ C X ;  i s  ;.,,r:12tle r - - -  - - -  " - j ,  : r z a r - - z - *  P :  -. -. ..-- - - -  . - - - -  - -  S t t t e .  s rc : :cs!  :as  k e e l  
a:cc;cct 5). ::, ~;-.:~i ~ : ~ : ~ s  21:' . - - . c . - - -  - - & - .  - -  - . . - -  . - . >  f ~ : : :  ,:? . , - 2 1 : ~ ~ :  I S ! ? .  



~ h i o r o f ~ ~ s r ~ c ~ r ~ o n s  a;d b r ! c 2 1 .  A s  o f  A - g u s t  1 9 8 8 .  these  include PC-11, 
G C - 1 2 ,  D C - 1 1 3 ,  C - I  CTC-1 : ) .  L l o a  1211,  . i a Ioa  1 3 0 1 .  &ad Ea lon  2U2. 
ihc p r o t o c o l  ( r e f e r r a c e  ( a ) )  i ;  I t o  ~ e r ! ~ L i c  r ev i ew ,  rnd  a d d i t i o n a l  
c h e n i c r i r  u7 be added t 3  t h e  !:I:, 

- 1 2 .  ! d c ~ t : f g  c d  p r i c r i r i r e  GL i r? ia!cn uses and a p p : L i c a t i o u  t o  =sure 
r v a i l r b l e  sz;?l:ta wet n i r r i o n - c r i t i c a i  needs.  

3. ?i,dify o p e r r : i o n ~ l ,  t r i i ~ i = g ,  a r d  t e s t i c p  p r a c t i c e r  t o  misiurc Lh. 
erissiors o f  G-Ct a ~ d  h r l o s r  uhea rp ; ro? r f a t e .  

4 .  k v e i c p  o r  a d o p t  c o r s e n ~ r i c n  ? r ~ c t i c e s  such as recycling, r r u e ,  
dilutioa lad r u b s t i : ~ . t i o r ,  vhea : o a t  and  c c c s i r t e ~ t  v i r h  ~ i t r l o n  
requirebects. 

5 .  RcT!:~ ( j d  t ~ d i f ~  a i l i t L 7  ~. r .7 r r f f i r a r inn r  t n  p a m i r  t 1 m  of n u  pro- 
cesaen,  t e c h i q o e s ,  c r  c h e i c a ! l  f o r  r e p - i r m c t t  :c:ren:iy beiag w t  by Crtr 
t a d  Dalors. 

7 .  Ce=Cxcr 343 t o  i d e = t i i y  t.: l e v e ? : )  i l t e r n a t e  p r c c e s t e r ,  c h u i c a l s ,  
0' t e c b q u : s  i~: f - ~ t i o t ~  C U T ~ C Z C : ~  i e i ~ g  t e i  by CFCS r z d  ta10-6. -- -.-_ -- --..----- 

9 .  C o l l e c t  ;r:c-re-;t Cars o 2  a: c z z u a l  t r r l t .  

- 9 .  ; ~ : a 3 1 i s j  a  c e z t : a i  ;sk:  .?f ::::act t3 e y e r s e e  i.szszi=ae=:at:=z cf 
1 c i s  a r e  ; rograEs  re;?LL?cC by *&s 3 i r e c t i r e .  

1. T!e i s r i x : t : r  S e c r e r t . 7  o f  2 i : z s c  ( ? r c C ~ . c t i c a  r z 2  LC i s t i c r )  ( . C D ( F G . ) )  
s t a l l  ; r cv iC t  ii!:~ a n d  + ~ = g u e : :  :;.rrs~g:: t;; redccirg ?c b s ~ g n g - : e - q  
<:?ezdecce c 2  Ji; '2d t r i r s j  : i s  r e l a r e d  r o  r i l i t r rp  spec i f ic r : i : z r  

4 .  

& = d  r z c a l  srcl-::r-.-z: r r d  d t -a=! .  





DE?4RT?IE>T O F  THE X 4 i 1  O ? \ A ~  I\ST 5 0 9 0 . :  

Office o f  [ h e  Chie f  o f  S a \ a l  0 p e r a t i c r . s  o P-45 
\ \ 'ashington.  DC '0350-2000 1: J a n u a r y  :990 

O P ? ; . 4 V - : L ~ t ' C n O N  0 9 0 . 2  
'.-%ST -- - 

F m m  C ~ ~ E O F  S a \ a l  O p e r a t i o n s  
To: .&I! S h l p r  and  Stat i0r .s  iless 3 f a r i n e  ( 3 )  ,A :i:-.?.t? . . j m 2  ?::::?t :c==:zcn :3 

C o r p s  f i e id  a d d r e s s e e s  no t  h a \ i n g  S a b y  CFC r2;-:::cn :y :;F!. 
p e r s o n n e l  z::zched) 

, ? . . 
( 2 )  :::::--.: ?.2:23 = : 2 = 2 C 2 ~ ~  ;; 

Subj :  5l.A5*.IGE31ShT O F  O Z O S E  :e$ ,e !s  . :y . - - .  .::;. 
D E P L E T I S G  F C B S T . 4 S C E S  

Ref: (a)  S E C S . + \ ' I S S T  5090 .5  (SOT.4L)  
( 5 )  ! 4 o n t r t o l  Pro toco l  on  Substances 

t h a t  D e p l e t e  t h e  O z o n e  L a ) e r  
( S O T . 4 L )  

(c) E n v i r o n z t n t a l  Pro tec t ion  .qpency, 
S:ratcs?neric  0 z a n e  Pro tec t icn  
3 e g u l ~ : i o i l .  40 CFR 82 (SOT.4L) 

(d)  O P S A Y I S S T  41  10 .2  (SOT.&L) 
(e) O P S . 4 V I S S T  ,2100.19B (SOT.r\L) 
(f) O P S A V I S S T  5 0 9 0 . 1  ( S O T A L )  
(g) S u b m a r i n e  . & t m c s p h e r e  Cont ro l  

M a n u a l .  S9510-.4B-.4TI\I-OlO!U 
(SOT.4L)  

1 .  P u r p o s e .  T o  i-=::-c=t :tie:e:ce ( a )  
,.-.-. . ,. . -..:L the S a ~ y  zr.= es:zz::s.: ;ciic:es ;.-.= ass::.-, 
-es,a7.s..-,li,;*s r e -  -- - - -a- - -  ,u...-- .*A ... Z . . Z $  -... z..c c i  czc?.c =?=it:- 

:.:3 S"=S;a:CtS. 

b. In hfzr::? I c 5 9 ,  i ~ e  12  E--a-opern 
Co-=;?.::'r. c3~::r:es voted LO e h ~ ~ - d r e  all CFC 
?:oduc::on t!: Lye e n d  o f  ir.e century. L7c:erszg 
.-.ziio.:zI z.;? ;re:-::accml c o n c e r r s  md c;csL-es 

. . -zy :er:i: !? =:er S ! ~ L ~ ~ C L ? K  ; ~ ~ C C L O P >  iii 
: :o~"C3~.7 2:' = : : : 1 2 3  to-A ~ ~ ~ ~ L z u o ~  of- 
c r c z e  =e3:~::.-.3 i:=s-L".ces u:+zn i?e no;r !O -a 
1 5  !:L:s. 

2 .  Applicabil i ty,  Tr.3 i = ~ r ~ c t i o n  a - b u  LO zl! 
S a \ y  ~5:;;. shore  a c i b ~ u e s  ~ ! d  C o v e ~ e n t -  
Ou;.,eC'Co;ls-ac:o:.-@ented (GOICO).  Ea&dn- 

4. Def in i t ions  

a .  O z o n e  Deple t ing  Subs tances .  .a ci  
..-.a ...- isrL= ...- sr . .  1.-.:s :.-.sr-:c5cn, . c h t r z i c r k  su=ject 
:s :eftre.?ce ( ' z )  :-.c!uce CFC-11, CFC-12. 
CFC-!!I. CFC-1:'. CFC-115. (Z!EO : t ierred :s - 

, a .  2s r:?:.:s 1 1 ,  :I, ::I, 1:; 2 x 5  11:) Ha!cn 
121 1. E z ! c 2  1:;: c7.i 3 z : c x  ::a2 (a!so 
-=:*--a 4 .-.-..-- :C z j  3 - : 2 1 1 .  1 j C :  z ~ =  * ' - -  - -L ' - .  

3eit:r::e : ? I  : r  :.:5;e:: :s rt..::.; :: .:.=r.! : 5 f  ) 
. .. :-- -&-.?-,a- - , ...;-sf->- . . -..: .-...--.--..,. ..--.--.' . - . .  .'.i 3 I TZ .1 . :  2 :  :.:.?st 

:t:.:evs. 2==::::.-.:! ::t.y.::r:z -::. 2 5  ; = t e =  13 
. . . . .-. -. - -  tZZS,. ----* ,... S ::?:. I ,?:  ~ r . 4  ?.Zj 2.; -. - - & S t =  ::-.2: 

. .  . . .  . 
:2:zc.-A - 3 . - - - -  --.-a - -  . . .  . .-.. z -. . .--.-- - . . 3  -.t:.-.]I c.-..c:2:c:- - 5  

, . i = = e =  12 :;?? :.:: ::f :h.e~.!c:;: :erL.;:e= ::?er 
;a:*-*--- ' -.-. -... - iz,'. 

5. .\cq:isi!icn. .:.,v 2 : :  c f  c- '=.- . --  -. .-...... L CL-..- ----a 

?:?:e:..-.: :,-5::::.:e:, .:::--=::,: 1;-,255 c=::::.t= :s - 
2 cz-35:er.; :: 3 3.t:e c i  t:,;:=-,t::. 1,:;: 
- a , . . - - -  . . . -  : - - = >  3<:-::,:.:-,5 5 , .  ::. :::,.::,,, /::.7 \ :~.?: 

\ .  - - .  >,;.;-- , ..--:-- - -  - - . .  . . -  ..: : -.., \ A', . -  ? S ?  SCZ'.! . .  . . - . - ! . i - 2 - :  \i-. - .  . ' - -  - ..--. - -  - - .  . . .  .. - -  . . - -....-. - - . '  .:: .- . =.... .. > - - -  . 
-i--.--;-. -. - -  . -  - . - - -  - - - -  ..... - - . .  - .  2 . = .  c..;. ..; . . - . .  



5 .  D j ~ u d ~ ~ h r .  &ers--e :-at a c c ~ a : :  

S a b y  r ncn  c r : e r b e v f . l e . -  t;.ese s z ' 5 s ~ r . c ~ ~  - . ,  w d  2nd ~7 &?.at ;:2:22es. rq-aaj '  ~ - = 2 7 ; , ;  

is r+e 2 b k y  :O ie-o:sza:e i-..cse ;c:;r.s 1-,t 

SabY ';s L ? l t r ~ k g  :3 -.-..-. . ---.- <-*e ..<a - - "  -- C . . -  

. , - 
e d i o n  o f  C::?.: Ce:.tl-.; ?5922 : t s .  : 7:s Lj 

F&cd.xly i?.?crz?.r i f  a 2:e-icr-o~e s:5c::,:e 
for halon rzd c e r . ~ ?  cr.Ccz1 CFCs :s 2c: 

, . developed \;ithi? Lie n e t -  ?::--e a n 2  :t;:z.a-=.?. 
is proposed u.hic:? t 0 ~ 2 y  352ses 0x1 3:3C:;-cr: 
of  those ~ ' S S L ~ ? C ~ S .  in L-.e event i-.at r:::? 
I e p l a d o n  b ::07s:2, i7: S 2 ~ y  ZLK 5:  L. r 
position to c-.- - - 3 . - , c . -  -c--*- .'-. -.ci :'f cce c i  c - z ~ e  
ceplecing s : ~ ~ ~ E c : s  :S : t~>: : td ,  2zd <-..a: 
deLSen:e e:lsio?s c?i s:c:t :t3iet1-.; 5.25- 
sates uii? i-..e e x c e p z x  c i  h.a!ox. u-.ii 7.2: 

xccr and i?at k l o n  e r 3 s 1 o ~ ~  U-d o;)iy o:c.~- :3 

nght a Fie. To ~ 1 . 2 ~  ).:ese ocjeccves. r-za! 
a c q u i d o n  :t=ori:g, erissio2s ie?orA:g zzd a 
zero dschrrge  ~ ! ! c y  i ~ i  Lir?csal c! ozo7.t 
d e ~ l e t h g  ~~bs:2:ces are ::sc=ed fcr ix <-.:s 
i.-s-mc5cn. 

6. Policy 

b, '-.(..-- . . , -..... : .,.. z :: :::r.e c:z:e-.-- - . . $  : - - - - &  -. ..-- 
. - -  - a5car cr re:.=.: :kt: : :::~iri ~ Y T J  Z:L~ '52 

;e?or.ed :o C:-;:L :i .Ya~zi C?ert,ozs :CSO 
(OT-45)) cn:er. >-.cue=~-ts ;;.a cr.:er.: : 2  'it 

d e v e i c = k  '3y S.iVZE.-r.ZYSCO\l. 

d .  .\"J:-essez:al ar.: ncn-r.:lira? l,-jqce 
Lees of ~z3:~e  depie2r.g c,;Se:rnces shag  be -- .:.ased oc: as sac2 as ;:crs:=ie ar a i l  i e \ e3 .  

e.  C=?.sen.azr,:. ;r;::::es szch 2s :ecyci::g 
:i oz3ne ce=ic::.-.z e:=z:;;-.ces ska l  be l s e d  :o 

. . L-.e z z ~ ~ . : x  ex::.: ,c zz1z;e. 

g. Usage o i  c:c:e = t = i e 5 g  sdcstt?ces s h d  
be -u,seyed, ez::siozs ~:venroried u d  u z g e s  
;rioriured to ic::-il; ~ . : ss ion essez-d opera-- 
2 3 ~ s  and voitl7.e~ :e;~::ed :'or ';P.ose essenV&L 
c~eraGor.s.  

h. A c q d i d o n  of ozone deplering s u b s a e .  
I .  

rh:r!l be carekily cont-:~iied 2nd regu!a:ed to. ..-. . 
e n r c e  t a r t  ac:ura:e csage 2nd inventory &+ 
can be 22.7cal!y =rept:r:l,. . - 

i .  S-mt!.s 02 ;he ,izc1nts of o z o n e  
iepleung subs:znces ac;--red ezch ctienCrr y e u  
z;x!l be cc!lec:ed t z z ~ i i i y  be&-47:zg in cz!enc!tr 
year 195 1 t y  S.+\'SLFSYSCO\t ior a3 shore - a:z\ities r z d  GO.CO !,i::l:r:es. I r.ece Z.LT~YS 
are :ec-::td k.. -.. --'.'----a . =..-.: ..-- ( 2 ) .  l : . ~ : \ : ~ * . -  s?.:? 
:e?or,ir._z s>.ail r.ot j c  :r.:::e= s::c-. i-.:~ u-.:I be 

- .  :.:c!cced :x :::e S:!? ::z=:y Ce:.:?: :::.-c::cn . . 
::?ex:. 



Cs a n d  h a ! o ~ d  u d e r  L-.: 

ned  by S.+\'SE..ISl'SCO5f. 

k. S i b ?  :tr.~.;t ;cx\:zes Iotz[tfd c.1 
zon-Stby h o ~  iz::>zcs skz!l yt--.. . L a . -  - - - . . - '  - 8 r w .  ..., -.-a -.-.--. 

- . irq&kio;.s of C F C s  ;r,d 5zlor.s 2s s;tc:r.ez :z 
? u a p ? h  Oi. 

7.  Responsibili:ies a n d  .Actions 

a. OPSAV Principal Officiah. U':L-1: 
; j e  Of5ce of Lye C k e i  cf Sabzl  @er.:s.-~ 
( O ? S . 4 \ 7 ,  i?e iz,o;;-.g ;:no>> ~2.1.;: :e5?3:~:- 
b , k i e s  z:e r s s ! ~ . e = :  

::L ento? :.arage:-.ez: c i  c:one c c ; l e m g  
s c S r ~ n t c s  27.2 :3 c?s;:e :e;?--ed a . ~ o \ m . ~  are 
akzllabie l o r  z:sr:c::: :sre~.xal a ~ ; h c a a o r ~ .  

( 5 )  u- J -: - -  ?a<.> -  - -  
-a-? ? - - ' . ! - r - r - - c  Tan 2-6 - - .  - - --...- . - . - 
- --. .  - , ,  C...,..=::y :e \ :e .~  t-,E aie;:t;y oi 3:opzzytd 

. , . .  . , .'::.5 a:=. c::ecz:r. L:c::=L-.~ :ex t z d  e v z ! ~ 2 -  
. .?-  --... z:r.ie\.e i:e .?tse;:c;l z > d  Develoj.-,ent 
(?.lD) ?oii::es esrr '=b: led L-I L% L - m c u o a  . . 
ana :::t:ence (2) .  

b. Echelon 11: Commands- 

(:) s! =::--& !I ( -n - -~-Sq =* - - 
. - 

(a )  ir:?!tr,t?: Lye p k a ~  d . 2 :  - - A  .: . .  . 
- - q r C r l . . - -  .4. &--i--s ci L-s ~-x- - r ion  t 7 d  e . x ~ e  h t -  . 

- 
~ : ~ , c z l  r e ? o r x g  :e+-e=enrs of i i-irxio ' 

r .  . z ie  cor;ec~!y fclicu;ed by t!eir acd\id+r-. ;+ . 
&-:. ,-.. - - .. 
2. :A:. - *< - ' .  

(b) I:ier.=fy i~  elk F r o w . . . 3  ' -* . .  - - 
OSjec ives  >.Ier.cr;.nd*xn (POMP r;rocesr fbnw.-. 
for eLS-,;5c?.. re::y:i~.r.g and s d ' m j ~ r r  ok- 
ozone  ce=ie--_p s:zr~nces. I r . f ~ ~ d c n . m  be 
~ . c l u d e d :  



, , 1!2))  .I.-cun: 2 - 5  ::,>es 2 :  :L-.= 

:,wenSe= ;? each sr:;ec!. 

((33) Lsr :i s?ec:fi:a?c:s x i  
. .  . 

,~:evenLive zx.:enaz:r ? i o c t i ; ~ - t s  %;.':A *;.ere 
revised, e:.-;-&t-t?g L:t : e z ~ k e m e n r  for cce ci  
ozone cr=ie*g s:'=sz:crs. 

( ( 4 1 )  L k  c i  s;ec:il:a5o.ls ;n= 
?;evenz=ve - a b t e r ~ n c e  =rocecl~-es u!-2ch ~2 
:en,&e cf O Z O F . ~  = t? ie~- .3  S C ~ Y L ~ C ~ S  1zd 
p!ars of 2,373 2.;i =ienor,es for i-.er re\-sis.-.. 
eiW.a-,-.-.; , d e  of L-.2ce r;=rznces. 

( d )  3ei:ce ~:ever.rrtive 2nd cDrec- 
Live PA-.!e?mce ~;orec~&*es  LO i;lcoi?oiZte ? u e  
of CFC t : d  ka!on ~ C C Y C ! ; , ? ~  L~~LS LIL~LT 2 4  
months of <?t LSs~txct  c i  a ~ i o c u - e n r n t  c=ec:f- 
cziioa i;r 5 c z e  :zrs 2 y  S.\\'SEXSYSCO\:. 

(e)  E s ~ = i : 1 ; 1  a :3;11:tzd C C O : ~ -  

nztoi to exe:c:se c\t:zil &ec.ic;l c! : t e r  
e!:~i.-ir,aCc~.'::t-i~;1t~cn 7 r o g z z s  i;: ZZO:C 

ct?ieC.-.; c:Ss:z.?crs ;n= ::fo,n CSO (C?-'5) 
r z d  S.i\'SEhSYSCC.\! ( S E A - 5 5 )  ~i sarr.5 

.A;<~il $ 2  =t1.s C: '-a -. - ci  ---is :~.rr-;c-::, 

( b )  In  cc.?:xct;on ,--..,i SXC'.iIX- 
SYSCOM 2r.d 0:b.t: :r.:t:tsred e:?.eion I I  
c3r?-~.ands. ce\.elo? ;:-oc-.enent s?ec:Sczzc:~ 
iar czm-e:c:ri!y rv2:iaSie :n&\lc;al t z d  
:2.~):r.azcr: CFC a.-.d ?.aIzn :ec):>?.p ;L-L'J - ! 
1 J":! !5P9.  

( c )  S c 2 r ; t  a x 7 u I l y .  by 1 April of 
each year, 2 :e3cx 10 CSO (OF-45)  on h e  
progess made by all echelon 11 c o r m m d s  on  
eLzLr.ttio;l, :ecycii.?.g znd r u b S t i ~ ~ 5 0 ~  of omnf  
ae?ieung sukctancer. . i k o  i?clude a S a y  pkn- 
for f u r i ~ e r  ac5or.s ;> t r  rm-ejkg the echelon LL= 
: e q u h z e n s .  

( d )  Pre7a . r~ .  i? cor.!*-qcrion ui~! 

S.\VSUPSYSCO\I, ic-s to be c x d  5 L+C 

Say-wid., Haza:docs > l a t e r d  C c a d  an& .'- *; - T r z c m g  S y s e ~  for r!:?orLig ;ix?*d c a l e n ~ . . ,  .. 
!err a c q G s i ~ c n  cf c:c:e de?leL:g s~br~zxe&,i,i-:-.: 

> :c.- - -. 
(DD-PbrL(h) ! SO4(Si '10 zsplies.) .:--.. .. . .- . . 

ie)  P r e s ~ r e  ~ i o c e d . s e s  a n d  cri:erkr 
lor ;epozL:p e3:cs:cr.s cf ozone c e = l e * d g  
S'" -. . -Ls;ances. I ::s ie7cr;:zg shall k _ck-dar to cil 
s?iY re?or.izg r:rci=:i  :e;l;::ed by ~ e i e r e n c e  (0. 
9 ne?oninp to ScgI:, ! :ar.cari 1595  ~ S e s s  
c:=rrce=ed ? y  E? . i  :?~~.l:e:;cr.z. 3 e 7 o r s g  
;rocea~:es :a t e  ;e i - .~c= 2s 2 e c e 5 s r r ~  ::3 :or.=iy 
..-. - .A  EF.4 :e~::::;c:s, 

!a) F e r ' c n  .\'z~:,..--.',c y--;ey o l  
C:C.-e eer'e.;-: ,. .... . c . . - c  --.. .---a ..,, s xsa;?. ?.-zc;o:s z.-.d 
- --.,. . . cL,,>itions fci  :;.tr.=:r !ezrs : 5 S ?  2:d i S F 3  L7 
:xrdir.zGcn L:;.'. S.+\.'S E.A.Sl'ICO\!. S:;...ty :3 

L:cizdt sc'cm2r:?.ee, r?,:c, i k i : ~ ? .  CG,CO 2-2 
5F.c:- f2c;iCes ;?.= c;: ...-.. :i :,,.erj -2;- :'l?t?.t 2r.C 

--- . .. . . . -?wed t:sze =t=.t:::t E.-~:~::PS 2s :r,e:z::tc 
. . 

':! E7.4 a; ..-., - .  . -. -. - ....., - .  ...- >-.  8 ti'. 



G.. .  (cl c..:. . g  - - L-.e - ~~e;z:e-t ci 
. -G-T-- 

%fe- S;rccf icazox 27.4 Sran&-a;& 
In rn ( A S S I S T ) .  p c r i c x  Sa\?- 
wi -- rc\;e;v az:! :=en-$ ti,osc 
zpe&ca- ~ & - - . - ? 3  ?-ce of c:cr,t =e;!etn; 

. , ~SsLances . -  I ~ C Z Z ?  S ; ? ~ C : ~ C ~ " C ) ? A  u?~:.? 

requiie llse o f  2.7 ~ ~ 2 r . e  ~ c ? ~ c L L : ~  F L S S Z Z C ~  ~-.i 
provide a re.=;; :5 .X.4\ 'SEASl'SCO\I 2.1: :;:?, 
a n r o p k a t e  ech.e!on I 1  : c z , z n = .  U;=z:e t-..e 
ASSIST catacrse i s  : - e c e d  t y  .X.+L'SEAS'~S- 

COM when spe:!ficz5c:.s ~7co.~o:z:e ez~-.r;:- 
n:ntal!y and rAsion r:ceptr5;e s2:s::::er. 

(a) 1.1 cc.-..j~&7crion u 1 5  SAVSEA- 
SYSC0.U 2nd :s:~r,t?.t u i i l  :eitrence (=), 
iebise acq&idon L--z.-;:zo75 zr.5 c-=ince. 
~ s n i n g  with caie.-.=z: yes; I ? ? ! .  f c r  :e?0,3 c n  
t+e acquisition c i  2Ll :--em and ?:o?osed czone 
depleting subsz..ces i:--ougho?lt the Saby. 1? I ese 
rcrisiois shall be exer-sive enoug.7 to eL.&a:e 
rhe re?orrm.g oi  2-3:e eepleL?g w=srm:es 
pcchases c y  i:r-:a?1s zflozt. 

( 5 )  ?:\!c:, as r.ecescz;l;. a:;Ls;xoa 
i ; . s ~ ~ c 2 o z s  a-d ~1:=zr;ce KO ~-.:!cct nie;~;:al 
ozone ce?led:g z:kst;.-.:es as k e y  a:: reg-z:td 
by Lie En~?;c?rr.e:.:ai ?o :eccn  .igez:y. 

(0 i:c3;;>orale L?:D  he Sa\y sdmiy 
sys:crn CFC and k.a:03 recyckqg IL-AU UIL-LT 150 
izys  cf ; s u a n c e  c f  a ;roccezent spcc.5caoon 
5:i S.AVSEASY%CO\f .  

( 5 )  W-Y-~~T,  .Yz\.z! Fzrql+-ifi 

re\-se Residenr 
OfEce: i n  C!-.z:ie 2:  CO~AL-JCOZ (ROICC) 

, !rs Lie :e?orL?g of L,d.~-ez 5 - , - c  LO zci -  
- . . - - -  .-,,:.rsts of czt:-.e ke?lerr?g s;;Lkices.  )<a 

t~~s;r::=ioil CC:L~;~CS. LO SAVSL'PSYSCOM. 

(6) 3 j t r p z u  of . \ t . r 4  
-3 ?:o\ice workpiace b m d  e n l u d o ; . ~  
and h e a l b  risk ;:;jessnenu on  rdxunns  for 
czone 5epiecL-.g s-cr&~ces h S a q  -. .- 
~ o i k k g  enii-or,?.enrs rs r e q ~ c S C d  try &IS -r 

- 

ecke!cn I1 c37-7.;~1.&. 

\ ' F v ~  F F - r * r , . ~ m  - 1 ~ > i ~ ; - p  u$J: - 
.hi3. ; 

(a) Develop *-ta &d&-+-.r. 
I - procedrrres usi23 .?on-ozone dcpietiJlg 

s h e r e  c 3 ~ s t c t e ~ t  \L;L? rissior? r e q u i r c m u b :  

(b) Izco.rpra;e czone deplering 
.cl~'cssrzces ssues  :::o h e  'r.azardocs r a t e d  
conwol and r . a r ; i ; t zez t  cai.iii.?g LO be 
Leveloztd c 2 e ;  :ei t :e~ce ( c ) .  

C. C o m m r z l i n g  Officers 

( a )  ~CSL-.:.::~ 1 :L::B;Y 1 S ; j ,  
:?=ox t,!sslcr.j cf ;:2r.e =c;:ta--.j S ~ = S ~ ? . C ~ S  
. , -  L..cer '-;.e c:scef:res :5 t e  d e ~ e i o p e d  t y  
S . ~ V S E . 4 S ~ ' ~ C ~ ~ . l  



O P Y , A ~ ' I . \ S T  ! O H . :  
22  J a n u a r y  1990 

c q l e t i n g  n b s r r n c c s  s k . d  

sho:e rhe ' S h p s  H z : z d o ~ ~  + *-: \ f a re r id  L k  d ~ n d e r  references ( e )  a:;d ( 6 )  ::: 
fsrces  a502:. * . 

( 2 )  3 ? < 5 5 - e  ,'-J, 
5eg:::r.g u::h crient .ar  y e u  195 1. ;~-.ually 
:.:ox cc:, :he c x r n x u e s  c! ozone  d e ; i e ~ ~ g  
r:tsz.-.ces ac:u::e6. 3e?orr  t o  be d o n e  
i:::-.*;zg ::-.e ins;-dczo.-J :o 'be p r e ~ t - e d  by 
S . ; ~ ' S U ? S l ' S C O \ f .  R e 7 0 3  t o  be s ~ b x c e d  
':., 1 Fa."-.- - --.-c.y o i  rhe :ciioul,?g year. 
; 3 3 - ? & L ( . \ )  ! 504(f:C)90) npplies.) 

(e) Ado?[ c o . - ~ e n n 5 o n  ? r z : ~ c t s .  3.  Repor t s .  T?e foilor;-Llg r e p o n  t - e  approved 
sclc:? as s ~ t r d w i o n  2nd :ecycL.g of c z o n e  f - -  ;&-ea ..* - ,.,a , - 2 3  i r o n  ,L?e date of kmclcdon: 

S. 3.  .A.XTXLR 
De=c:y Chief cf S a v a l  
0 s e r a : : c ~ s  (Lcg:s;icz) 

D i s t r i b ~ : i o n :  
S Z D L  Par;s  1 a n d  2 

Chief of S a v a l  O p e r a t i o n s  
(Code  OP-09B34) 
Yaby D e p a r t m e n t  
... b*ashing!on. DC 10.310-1000 (110 copies )  

C o m m a n d e r  
Y a \ a l  D a t a  . A u t o n r t ! c n  C o m m r n d  
. C o d e  5 12)  . . . 
b \  2shing:on Y a \ y  ! ' t r i  
\\ ashir.g:on. D C  :4C.>-4-1662 t,i') copies )  

i o n t i n - e s  o n  n e x t  ~ a x e i  



C > ^  

,-. i- 13 
CFZ - l: 2 
C'C- 112 
+-- - - .  
- : L - i - -  

CIC-212 
C ? C - Z 1 3  
CZC-21; 
C ' , Z - Z L  j 

c z r - 2 1 5  
CFC- 2 27' 
C'C- 5.23- 



O P s ~ v l x s T  !DW.: 
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Fro=: Chief of 3 n v d  O v r e n o z  a .  c - .-.+ - s ,  r.c:-s ;- - - . .-.. - . - .  - -  - _ ----..- _... .  ;.-. - .  ' - - -  - - -  
To: .U Ships and S S Z C ) ~  !:=s ?!:~LC C c ~ s  ::-:z:s [:LT:,-, ::::I,-,,:::: -::-, ~7.;:-:::-., . . 

field add- cs: ha\-~=q ?:.=.'.=ti - .  --_--..._-. . - . _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ .  . . -- - 
:---. .-- . - . . - - .  1 L - .  .: .Y8-.--i ::: ' , - .2 ' . :  :::- 

annchod i  
. ,  ,.=XU , 10 L-.: c::i:":: :.' L-.: 2'- j Z L : : :  .i; :: 

Subj: .'LL~.4GE3fE~T O F  OZOhZ 
D E P L E ~ G  sLasT.kycG 

Ref: i a )  DOD Direcdve 6010.9 of 13 Ftb 5 3  
F O T A L )  

Cb) SECS.4VFiST 5090.5 of X SOY 6 3  
CSOTAL) 

(c )  .4u .4ct PS m e n = & .  ' 2  L5& 
States Ccde  (Y.S.C.i i 74S1-$767i ;  

. - '11 Department of D e f e ~ s e  I - ~ D I  
.4uthorizanon Act of 1992. ,Public i a u  
(P.L.) i 3 7 4 ,  0 3x 

(e l  40 C d e  o f  Feded  Reguiations (CrT) 
Pan 8: Protection of Shtmpheri :  
Ozone 

(f) OPh'AFnST 4110.2 ISOT.4L) 

Encl: (1) Lkt of Class I and Class il ChemicaLs 
( 2 )  Ozone Depleting Substancs  hnnud 

Repon 

- .  . 
a. : 3 Ly1:Z::l r:f::::::s ( z  L-,: 7: s. c-,: 

.. - 
! 3 C O 7 2 Z ' 2  Z t C Z S S L T  c ~ & ' . s ~ s  i5  .,̂ .: L . 1  Sb\> -. , - [CF.:! - - -  .. ' - 

L.- . ? L C ?  .-:=LT. 2.-.::: 

Lie c:=c.cnr of L?: C i z l  .:a A,-; ;;l::cz::s :: 
1% (rrf=r=sc= (:)). c;.: c - ; - - ~ . - -  ----..-..-- 

-.-A A - . A  ----. A =.-a:- 
- .  x,.i,9:- . --- ici C i u s  i Cz~:.c +-;i:-:,- >:>s.xc:s 

. . - .  (OD's) c ~ T c u n : x  sy ti..: .-SIC:::. 1-3 ::f:::::: 
(d l .  

:'tlUdlzg L?: ''-.'.< q.:.. ,--I- - -  .... , --.. s. s.=..- il ~nf:-a~iontl 
r-;ecncnt k ~ o u n  u L:: L.!3:z:d ?~:DccI 1:::z:g 
09.5 p:~c:.;s:. I: i9?3. 2": :3 :.-.:xrslr.g cv~dc;lc: 
cf c s n k n n G  k ~ -  13 L:: :ZSZ: ! a > : : .  ~ 7 :  ?::n-ai 

. . t ~ c n 5 d  13 =rzvlz: :.:: L:: evt::si e i : ~ ~ n a ; l o n  
:! ZICS[ 02:;. S:<,:::.x: !9?3, L-,: C:::e S Z ! : S  
Csn,-r:ss p a 3 e  L?:::TT.:.-.::: : z x = . l ~  i:;:s;i:cn i~ 

;L. ccf L?: i??0 Ci-.: .A-r .;:r k c n 3 c n r s  i:c!. 
ercnce i c ) ) .  

b. arscj on S z : ~ ; : i  ~ c r a r , a s - c s  a-.c S;XC 
Adylir ism3on fi.A.S.4) Cnc!?.gs ci l n = r r s e  s;rz:o- 
s?hcric ozone I q e r  c:>i::~on. .3:sl=cnt Bcsh 
u n o c n c d .  cn 1 1  F:?xr-v I???.  L?: i.n17A SZCS 
u.1!1 u?~laer2i iy  erccic-;?:: LI: e;oductlon p + z , c - o ~ r  
of dl Cltss  I ODSs ro 2 1  kernkr 1995. 

d .  ss>--- " * ---.L?.. L. :. c:: i3:\: 2:2:?.s =.:2v1de 
:-- L+C i - l lc .*. . -- .  . -. ' C .  ' . . L .  



a. S s \ . e l  Suc lear  Propulsion Program.  - 
;XL'C.:\.e cT;" .' -- --. -. n i ! 2::'. s:a:u:o~iy ;r:s::::: 
-y  ?Lblic Lr.;. # ?  L ', SS-5:: :13 C S , C ,  -!is. r.:::!. 

. . .  . . . . 5s:rSlishcs L-: ::sz::.s:::::.;:s s:.~ z ~ i ~ c : ~ ~ s  2: t:: . . 3i:ec:::. Y?\-:i >::::z 5cz':iz:cn F ? c g r ~ ~ .  59;s. 

. - :.-, the 0k;:t c i  :.!z C:-i:f c i  Si*.,z! O?e;a::c:s i.~?,j 
: j  aiso D : 3 ~ y  C ~ - - i ~ l : ;  S2cIe r r  h ? c i s ~ o n  Dke;. 
:3 i21C lSE.4 T I I  :: LY: S~i t l  S:1 S > S ~ ~ Z S  CDCZZ::~ 
ever a!l fa;:::-cs t n a  i:::v:iles xnic!i c c n a n s c  L;.: 
3 c f r t ~ .  2 ;c:r.t D:;z.-ex ti Eze:gy I DOE'ril\'zvh - crgan~zar:cr.. . .::st : :s=or,s~c~i~'les 2nd auchcn-ts 
:ncixde ail ~c:kr.::ai 223 IO_E:SSCII  n2i:t:s reizted :a 
.-.rval n u i i e z  p;c:uis;:>. S o i x n g  in i i i s  policy 
su@ersedes c: i?a.:g:s L'.ese :espons~bili:ies 2nd 
a u b o n ~ e s  ~ 5 : : : 7  :nt igles  ~ ~ S I L I -  con?l lance WILT 

ajpllcable r:a:.;:cy 2 2  :ezu!a:sr; :equi:e,.ntnrs ss;h 
as those ~r:s:r,5ed :y i:icr:n:e t c ) .  Tne crovlslons 
?i L:.is iRjL-:C:;c: ccs :.st t?aiy r o fac~iities ;ad acz;.:- 
::es cse::: 2r.z:: E . 2 .  i;,d P.L. 53-525. 

b. I e d i c d  De\-ices. ::is c c i ~ c y  1cus zcr 
:;piy ro ess::,:::i -5:s cf 0 3 5 s  i:,i rr;es~cal t c v ~ c c j  . - 
1s Ct::?:: :7 ? 1 . 1; -5-9 f. 6:: i s  I 233 aznrcvt: - .  . - .  . . 
: C r  C j t  25 s;+::::tZ :: r L. . -( ~-529 3 6ZL ; i ;  (:) 2 ; ~  

5 605 id~ (  1 I :y ::kt C:rr.-:ssicn:: c i  t'le Food r n c  
3723 .\dz:?.:s:2:::: 2 y . 2  :he .~.i-:::s~-2[0r c!- 5 e  - =.-sv.--- , , u , . r  . . . .  --.=. ? - . = - . . - -  .-ISC:C~ IE? .~ \ )  f:i C i u s  I 
:-I C!tzs c2j -. . - 

a .  Ozone Depie r~ng  Substances I O D S S N .  1.-\ 
- - - - . - : . - , - - - , . - . . - - - .  - . - - . .  :s ::st:: 2s a C ; L S S  i :: C ; ~ s j  ,: 
, :  2; : : ? t  ' 2 . .  - - - _  - ... - . > .  - . . - 
.j::< :: 0 3 S s  a s  c f  L-.: c3:c ci :'is : - c . - . , - .  . . - -  --.,. - -  . 
- . - - ,  - ,. . > - - >  . : . .  -.---.. . .  - . . i l C S ; i : t  . .  .AS CI "' .. . -  ". ... - - .  . - . 

. -.,s - ;..; -..-.-.,- --- . . - , , .  - G2Ss z : ? 5 :  :7~\2ic:: :: X 2 \ h  2 : : .  :i. 

- P -- - 
. - C3C-::. C?C-::. Cr\--: I L:.--  . .  re -  . . .  
. - . . - . . .  C C -  C C  2 C F C  j c e  r . i z  

-- . - - -  - . . .  , . ... .- ......-. 10 is ,Frtafis I. . Z Z : : ~  I: i 1 .  E Z ; ; ~  
. - - ,  . -a,-. I ' . .... ...-,.,, :.:lo:atc;m ezd cz-bcn :C.-":~::T::S 

b. . icquisition. . iccu:s lacn c i  0 9 5 s  ! I I  k 
:.: z::::=z2ce WILT :efe::nce (1). E.O. iltl3 -' " .. - 6  

:?;.I :3?3 2nd h e  S:c:::;? c i  the Y2vy  -:?zrt:.- 
::- c f  'S >!zy 1 OS.3.  "Ei:,z!narlcn oi' C : ~ j i  i C:-:e 
2.- -,. ...... --.. ,. S-bsraaces 13  i)eat-~;..er,r c; . :r.: . .xr.. \ C-7,. 

. . .-,-.- - a? , . -  - - -  Y0T.U).  2:i : ~ ? i c n e n i i ? g  ?:XL::~::: . .,- 
~::::..i L:.: :t:t::nce 1 5 ;  

c. Recove?. 71: rcmovai of 2ny C : r s s  i zr 
C i u s  i! ODS in any c c n a ~ u o n  i ron  2 syr ;cn uiincct 
.a+,.-- . - r - . . r  3r croccsslng. 

d. Recycling. 7:: reduci~on o i  ccr.!~m:r.::es :a . . 
2 ~ s c c  O D s  by  all se~r -a ! .~on  2nd s:-gic c: -s:::=:c 
r s s c s  i - ~ o u g h  devices which reduce -ols:72::. :.c!dlry 
rad  sr-~cu!ate matter. 

e. Reclaiming. - -  , .,- 7:occss c' *. --...--.-.. .......... 2 csed 
:: c:?*.?~ir.ared ODS lo r . eu  ~ng!i ;z i  S?CC:~~:;Z::=:S. 
':y rc::.s u5ich r.ay in:!-.ice c:s::ll~:i::. C?.:x:::i 
r.-.ai!s:s c i  ti;.: O D S  1s :eq:::::: ;a c -~ - - - * - -  ................ .--. - .-a -.- 3,,..u+r.2:t ------ ZTOCLlC: S:::C::IC3:131?S ze Z?:. 

f .  ? I i s i o n  Critical I-'se. .A.?.y c <  2 5 - : -  . . 
i'2Y.C: 'A?.iC.-. .-.2S 53 :.7,;2ZI Cil ~ 2 ~ 7 . 5 2 :  77.:55i:2 
:2:2:1i:::.' 15 c:!ez:::CI :!.e Ch"; ,.I., ^ Li - Sz\:i 
f 2 ~ ~ 2 2 2 : ~ .  





3 .  325 r e : - - = . - - - . -  . . ?...: .., i.-? :r.-.j::f:C: -L:L-::-; 
. * - =  ...-.-,.-. x?.:1 i? ,2  2: s,-:;::: ,.: L-,: :::::::-,?-:? 

.. . - ,  - .  -..s ::.S::;::::: 2s .At:: 2 ;  :t::r:-cts z 2 : :  < 
. . - - > .  :< = -A  -.-, -- . - .  - - .  - - . ---.i. 2 ~ ; : ~ : s :  r . ~  I _CS!,?. E ? , i  : j<_ : :  

'.. .-..-- .--:: - * . - - .  . .--,- 
- . a  .... - . . . . .  ....-. . - . -  ... <. : - >  --.., 5 L-,: :::.,.:.. ;-,L.- 
. -.-- = - , - , . Z L Z  zf ;*:= C:=cc i 5 : -  C'15j j i  G>S - - . - - - - - , - .  --- . - . . .  ;..- .: 
--.-.-.- - -&, , - -  ,. - ..- - ,  c - - , - - * -  - = - ,  - 

- .  . , - > - -  , - - .  - ,  - 2 5 ' s  i::,-: :-:,. ::: :.-: -.,- -.-- _.  . _ C,,, - - -  ,.-a- ? - -  . - ' - - - -  
- .  

L.... . .  .-.4"-j ::: - ? ?  
- .  

7....--. ...-.-.-.-. L.S:Z C:as 1 2.:: C:ijj i i  G 3 %  :s/r::::.::j 
. -.at - r-: rrcycie5 l ~ i  :'::::e ::se nor 2 .tcr.slcer:: 
::Z.ZL-L~,~ ; iu:c c ~ s c r  fej::.ii i r u s :  however. .x:,c:: 
~:ey r-: .?a:: .-s.-+. ,- U , - i ~ . t .  s:r:c 2nd locri ODS :esuir- 
';o:.s 2 ; ; : y  

;. C:ns:rq:a::?: zrs:::.::s f2i zii c , Z S s  .-::-:::: 
-a .-.-;; - ,  . , -. - .  >:j:tn ;p& ~;;T.:cKs. -.;roved s:;;:: -:::;:. 
-.-. ..-- -.-. -..- . . - . . . . - . . - a --.. .:...g 2nd ~ : : : L T ~ . J o ~  c i  C:z:j i 1r.3 
^. .. _ _  
1.-3 .. L ~ S S  :S:I : 3  :.;: ex::,: ::t::::;. 

e:spost of  C : s j  1 ~-,.;5 Ci3j C>Sj L-: r.2: s l z , e r :  
$. . i s  re;:-co b y  refr:er.ce (a ) ,  li8fc.-z~on on 

:J the pre::?::g sen:::::. 09s c e z r a d  q-znuues for !;avy use u1i1 be coiiec:td 

. .. . I .  S e w  5 . ~ 2  :::: '7.12 .; \ .;C&X e;::;:::: 
, * l i ]  include ..-em--- . - . . . I - .  L.( 155.325: , \ G v ~ s  s:F/;:: 

iae,yces 1s fi;:i;:r:c r - - = . , ~ y  z y . 3  ---..-:.-- ---- .-,. C .... L k.---c-  
t&-es i n  a - - - * ' - - - .  ..; - . . --v.vc..-- .-. .-:::::zc: ! C  J 7;!:r.zc:.: 
:t"trc'eaenrs. 

r. S c n e y s  on ODS 2::-2nd u.111 be csn2cc::z 
~:n-ziIy by C O ~ I S h C ' S C P S t ' S C O ~ 1  fsr eil s?.:;s. 
shore zr5viiits GOiCO iaziiiues. xi1 Saky  
ZCLI \ ' IUCS.  [enant acuvlrles acd  s h ~ s  u~ii re?o;l 
~ c ~ 2 ; l d  cf  ODSs cu:cnrsea ~ ~ S l d e  t+e .\'rvai Su?ciy 
Systen :n accordmcc WIL,  e n i l ~ s u i e  ( 2 )  k y  :st ii:e: 
?.a I F : = N ~  o i  tach !ex .  

S. . i l l  oy,:azc:zl. L'zT.: .~ ~-1d !~s:::,E ?:9t::C:S 
u.1i1 be ::v~ewed t ~ d  r~oc~:'.::: :3 :educe 2:,s :i:z::a:e 
. - , < - . - -  . , - ....- l.,-..s c i  ODSs rs 15: ~u: . - ; . . cn  ex:::: ?sss;zic. 

L .';avy ~;:\I[::s k2v:r.g: ~;.for-l.tf i- ...-.. -. .  . - - - 9 - - -  - .%- - 
. , .5  , - - r,ew e-i---' .. -.,A;! r:chnoic~!:s i n d  2i:e-2:lves 
. ..- . .  . 
.-*. i:c :::.711fi2;;~3 of ODSS r;;suid c31:~:; 
Ct:-~.~?ltr. S a r d  Sea S)s:c::s CorrGani 
CG\:.V.-?VSE?.SY'SCO>f iSE .4  03V2!) f=.r :r:cTor?- 

2 2 3  !::J Szbl; 's C F C W E ! ~ ~  I::fo-axcn C;err,r.g- 
'0:s: tCK-'.IC). F:r-:e.~,cr:. ;i:uv~ues r a y  :eques; 
, - ,  . .a.-cTz~ca on 09s  ri:c-t::\ rs c y  conw:::?~ ::e 
c:-::c .L., ..-u-gn C O ' . i ~ . ~ ~ S f . ~ . ~ ' S C O ! . !  

i : t ~ a . t \ : ~  .A::? ~7 (3.3? -: ..-- . . - .  --.-. 'A-.e;.z'.:: :2s:::,: - - -  u .  YJ Sf ' , :  E : : ) : ; ; .  .-.:: i t : !  f:.; C:;ij i CFS 
. . -. vs;.: L;: .yzv\ .-..-qL: ..--... - ........ x-2s~:::: ::~3 :r.e 

- I ie:3 tCS:. E:l:'.::::j i . - . ~ :  2:::: C 3 . j  r:::.-,t:;..s; 
,--..; L...-, :: . S 2 \ 2 i  C ~ : t x a r . s .  E:::ess C l s s  i G3Ss 

- - ,  -rO'f=;r:-e..--.  .--.-...--.-. 6 -.,,....= -::! ? t  z:a=s~::t :::3 :.;.e > I . . >  ; ~ T J C ~  C ;  :'.: Em03 
.... --..,.- --.-...-...  - .--....- ss.-.:-: - - 

:22s:dt. .h. - - - - . ,  - ..-.. . - - - n - . . I *  . .-. . --.. 3 5  ::s:n: . -.- - - . .  - .  C.\ - - - .  .-..,,-.- . . . -  >. 



\ !L -K: : : : . :  5 ~ 3 : : :  :22'>',S, - i ; ;  r c  : > ~ : : t :  :: , -  :,:::: 
",? . ' " ' - - p - ,  ---., - j  :- .. - -.-..... ,. --..-... - , ,  22s . ; , : L - . I ~ ~ S  , - : - - ,  . . .. - . > . c : -  . .. 
,;,g r: \..I\C&X cq . , . - - - - .  -.? ...... , -  ." 3X\lS for ~ 1 5 2 3 5 2 1  2 :  - :;:a3 r.':s: :t;3;t: '17: 1 5 ? S  270; :s c;szcsz,  , :.,j 

2 8 2  2 ; ;  :tS 12 j . 2 !  i::,::;:CS. 

- 
U. .<"ctS'J :zi u z . ! ' , t r j  :J :;: :-- . - . - - ?  k . v L . > , - c . >  :: ::.:< 

.. . 
- - - - - , ,  - ; , I  b <,,--.--A .? , L a  -: :ns-.-'--- - -  - -  -..... -- ." ...- - ,  s , SzSb& 

~ ? ~ : Z X - S  '3 .d i?.? t n 2 :  :f : 2 , 7 - . ~ 2 : :  ?:: 5 - : :  ,,. 

::S. &-, 2::V'M -25; i :z~;.s;Tz[e I \ -  - - - . . - - . . - . .  +; ... - cry...: ... ., ,, 
:nls Inst-urzsn :s 13?;rc:!cd or resuiis In L?r e y F n c : -  

::re oi re<3Lr:es u . h ~ c h  r-e pa; con.nensc;z:: s ~ . i l h  
# - c  -.- r : ~ ~ i ~ t l  ~ i ~ 2 0 . 7  ::. 15: 321tz"& ::;r,;e;:;or,rj 

rclcrse c i  ODSs t3 ~ 4 e  ::\,~-s;;r;lez: s:i:;:~?; 
rzq;ir:-cz:s wiil nzr 'k wu;ived. 

8. Recponsibilities and  Actions 

a. O?S:\l' Principal C:Tciais.  ';>'>i-.:: : - z  
Cf5:: 2f  c-: c-L:f c,t- S 2 \ . 2 l  O~r22c :s  iC?S.\\..;, 
L .c  -2ilou.i-g 2:222s aza ; c ~ p o a ~ i S i i : ~ e s  L-t aSslgn:c: 

(1) D e p u p  Chief of S a v a l  Opera t ions  
(Logistics'~ will: 

1 2 )  Director r\f Test a n d  E ~ a l u a t i o n  a n d  
techno lo^ Requir rmenrc  uiil: .~.-:z2j1~: ::';::..\ : - 2  

. . -: ...---. --. .-..-. . . %..!--?: .:-:< : - 2  ;:-,??;!::, ,-:,-:. 

- . <  - ' . . - . . - -  - - - . m ,  a ...a ::," c .-.. -.Nu t f ? . - L  . . L . .  : 2  : . . , , - . -  . - -  
; -..- : - - -  -... -;':- .., >;.,i:.:L,. -.  ) . .  . - . - .. . . . - : - <  
. - . - .  . 

> .. ... - -  - . a . * - n " ^ "  - - . . - . . -  2 '  

1 Ill F c h e l . ~ ~  l i ~ ~ ~ . ~ a n d s  \ \  i i l :  

3. Dcsczpr~on  oi s?ec:5c t:o!ec:s ir: - 
LL.: ci~minaaon.  recyci~ng or subsuru!:cn of U 3 S s  U - I ~ I  

csrlinaIes on ernlsslorJ!:s-, : rduc~:cn.  cc>: 2r,: ;,>::!pie- 
:lun da!e. 

(c )  Develor, ar,d cvaluz:c P;I a pcrloctc 
?=IS :errwe :cqulremea:s ior cognl7ani 
'ppiicr5ons c i  ODSs i..-,d :oo:di~:~:e :r !:i 
C03fh 'AVSUPSYSCO:s l .  Requ~remez:c LI l;l 
: . ~ l y  be ceveioped for n:ssion cr;:~:ai crec 



. , (h) Review k !  ie<ucss k:;n s~oo::::?:: 
. . 

z::\.rU-s ii: u u v c r s  13 L ~ L S  ::sLT::~~ a:: :;7sz5 

:::3r;~~:nhzor.s ro D:3:;y C 5 : i  cf S 2 b . i  G-.::r'izr.s 
L o ~ ~ s u : s ~ i ~ S O ( L c ~ s  I). 

(a)  Serve u L ~ C  lead t t f L v c d  Echelon 
2 c o r n r n ~ ~ d  rs coorunr!c t ~ b n i c t l  ODSs ;:o_c~~.s 
.c.i rbe oLkr Echelon 2 co;;.,-ntn& :o er.s.;r: zil Yt\y 
c r a e  commoa rn:eress t 7 d  c ~ n c e x s  =e 5ick:ssej. 

(c) h i a i n w n  Saby's  CFCk:don 1rior;;a- 
x n  Clezringnouse (CHIC) for use by dl Sahy 
acuvities. 

(d) Cozrdi-a:: ccr:cs:t R S 9  a:.;v:::s 
u;ti o 5 z r  s t ~ l c e s  u o  Eovr?ze-r rg:nc::s. 

(a) S c p e  rs t?: 5ab-y lirison u.;* DL.\ 
:n m a r . s  ~ r r r i n i r , g  ro i i c  e s ~ b l i s h i n e n t  zzi;,:t- 
.:~~.;i: and eacrauan 01 i:e ODS resen:. 

( 4 )  Comrnancer .  . ' . a b t d  Faciiities E n g i n e e r -  
ing C o m m a n d  I C O ? i S  - \ i 'F .4CESGCOI)  - 1 1 1 :  

( a )  D:!:::;:. 1;; T:~:s: a -~ . :~ : ssL~.  
guidance ioi S a v y  ST,::: e::\;:;cs C: :e.e::renen:s 
for zr condl~orang  27.: :--: ;:3,--.'- .-,..en s> s ~ e r ~ s .  

(b) Dcvcic: a g::=c s c o x  ior ar.aiyzlng 
shore-Sascd h i . iCB3 c;-:?--:nr u d  p;ov~clng re:- 

. - 
o m : a c z ~ l o x  srs  :c:--.rr.::.; :::leers cn n: rnosl 
cast effecn\.e rr.a;lntr c i  rc?ia:~.-.g, canver,lng. or 
.-ezoCang :x:s:r.g FL'.4Ck?. s!s:e:.s. 

(5) Chief, S u r e r ~ u  of 3Iedicine and S u r g e q  
will  provide worhp!~:: r . u - 3  r ~ a l u r ~ o n s  arid ncairh 
risk tssessmtnrs ior ODS s~bst;:u:cs. which r-e pro- 
p s e d  fcr cse In ind;::ri :?rxs:s rad S i v > - u n r a u e  
worhng  cnvlronner.s.  + ::;:cs:ed b y  orner E:hclon 
2 commands. 

( 6 )  Chief of Saba l  Educntion and Tra in ing  
will: 

(a) Develc? rzn :ng  pi=&=cs using 
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effectiveness. 
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C. Commanding OTicers 
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S e r  05?./166 
2 7  July 1 5 9 0  

From: Cc-dander, Kaval Sea S y s t e a s  Co-&and 
To: Coziianaer,  David T a y l c r  3 e s e z r c h  C e n t e r  (Code 2 7 2 2 )  

Subj  : FACILITY FOX h'E.VY CHLS?OFLLO2OC;-~50H ( CFC ?ZP.ICZXk?iTS 
TXOJECT;  JTSTIFICATIO!I T O 2  

Ref : ( a )  SECKXVINST 5090.5 of 2 0  ):overher 1 9 8 9  ,, "Kanzgenent  
Z l i z i n a t i r ? ?  n f  Ozone D e p l e t i n g  S d ~ s t a n c e s "  

( b )  OPNAVINST 5090.2 of  2 2  J a n u z r y  1 9 9 0 ,  "Mznagenenr of 
Ozone Depleting S c b s t a n c e s u  

( c )  U .  S .  Navy's Chlo ro f luo roca rbon  ( C F C )  /Xalon P r o g r a n  
P l z n  of  October, 1529 (Revised  December, 1 9 6 9 )  

1. R e f e r e n c e s  ( a )  and  (b) d i r e c t  t h e  Navy t o  i d e n t i f y  2n2 
d e v e l o p  s u i t a b l e  s u b s t i t u t e  c h e m i c a l s  and a l t e r n a t i v e  
t e c h n o l o g i e s  t o  a c c e l e r a t e  t h e  phase-out  of t h e  l ~ l a v y l s  u s e  o f  
ozone  d e p l e t i n g  s u b s t a n c e s  ( c h l o r i n a t e d  f l u o r o c a r b o n s  u s e d  by t h e  
Navy as s h i p b o a r d  r e f r i g e r a n t s  and s o l v e n t s ) .  NAVSEA is now 
e x e c u t i n g  t h e  Navy's  CPC/Halon Program d e t a i l e d  in t h e  CXO- 
a p p r o v e d  P rog rzn  P l a n  ( r e f e r e n c e  ( c ) ) .  

2 .  A s  t h e  Navy's p r i n a q  r e s e a r c h  and deve1opmer.t c e n t e r  f o r  
s h i p b o a r d  a u x i l i a w  and e n v i r c m e n t a l  c c n t r o l  e w . i p m e n t ,  t h e  
David T a y l o r  Research  C e n t e r  - 4 i l l  e x e c u t e  t h e  m a j o r i t y  o f  
s u b s t , i t u t e  r e f r i g e r a n t  and a l t e r n a t i v e  t echno logy  r e s e a r c n  and 
deve lopmen t  a s  r e q u i r e d  by r e f e r e n c e s  ( a )  and ( b )  and  a s  
5 e s c r i b e d  i n  tho R e f r i g e r z n t s  ? r o j e c =  s e c t i o n  of  r e f e r e n c e  (c) 

3 .  The a c c e l e r z t e d  t i r e t a b l e  f o r  a c o z p l e t e  phase-o=z o f  C l C s  
= a n = r t e i  by t h e  Uontrezl P r o r s c o l  r e - n e g o t i a t i o n s  and  C . S .  EPX 
r e q u l z t i o n s  c r e a t e  a n  u r g e n t  2nd u n a n t i c i p a t e d  r e q u i r e n e n t  f c r  
t h e  e x p a n s i o n  of DTRC tesc f z c i l i t i e s .  T h i s  e x p a n s i o n  i s  
n e c e s s a r y  r o  a c c o n p l i s h  t h e  3 & D  v n i c h  &ill b e  r e q x i r e d  r o  e n s u r e  
a t i ~ e l y  t r a n s i t i o n  o f  new t echno lo -  t o  s n i p b o a r d  a i r  
c o n d i t i o n i n 7  and r e f r i g t r z z i c z  eq -~ i ;=en t .  

,/- / 
./J, ?, 

d1 -A<- 
' /' 3.: d i r s c t i o n  
,/ - 
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QUESTION: Estimate the one-time moving costs of relocating (not 
replicating) the non-CFC facilities from Annapolis to NSWC-Philadelphia. 
Estimate the total tons of mission equipment involved in the move as well 
as any special shipping costs. Estimate the reassembly <disassembly>, 
assembly and calibration costs separately. 

Re~onse; The total weight of mission equipment being moved in a relocation from NSWC- 
Annapolis to NSWC-Philadelphia is estimated at 450 tons and there are no anticipated 
special shipping costs. The one time moving costs of $11.2M is broken down as $700K 
disassembly, $5900K reassembly and $4600K calibration as disc~lssed below. 

Some background information and definitions may be helpful in clearing up any confusion 
caused by the numerous questions and answers on this topic (DJD 014, DJD 016, DID 017 
and DJD 023). 

It is important to distinguish between the non-CFC facilities at IVSWC Annapolis and 
the shipboard cooling systems installed at Annapolis in these facilities. 

The following shipboard cooling systems are installed and operational in the Annapolis 
facilities: CG 47, DDG 51, SSN 21, SSN 688, SSBN 726, CVN (58, LHD 1 and LSD 44. 
The following are in process: DD 963, DDG 993, AOE 6, and LC(: 19. The total 
replacement value of this shipboard full scale equipment is $9M. 

Retargetting "in process" AC plants for installation at a "relocated" NSWC-Philadelphia site 
could potentially save some baselining costs of approximately $IN[. However, no facility 
costs would be saved since the facilities to accommodate the installed and planned 
equipment are currently in place and operational in Annapolis. Also, such a retargetting 
would result in an additional delay of more than one year in program execution for these 
systems based on a mismatch between anticipated equipment delive:ry schedule and the 
Philadelphia facility availability. 

It is presumed in all the relocation responses that the shipboard cooling equipment would 
be relocated. Only in the one replication response (DJD 023 of 9 December 1994 Question 
3) would this equipment be replaced. The $9M equipment replacennent cost is for the 
equipment alone and does not include installation, debugging, instrumentation, calibration, 
and baseline data generation which has been completed or is in the process of being 
generated. 

The non-CFC facilities consist of three functionally separate facilities -refrigeration plant 
development facility, centrifugal compressor development facility (CCDF), and the 
shipboard AC plant development facilities which are also referred to as cooling system 
dynamometers (CSD). All of these facilities are integrated sharing (cooling water, 
instrumentation and personnel. These facilities were custom desigrted by NSWC 
Annapolis engineers for the unique Annapolis environment (Severn River heat rejection and 
for the spacefiocations made available) and then constructed on site by NSWC Annapolis 
shop personnel. 
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The CCDF and CSD are absolutely essential for the R&D process to succeed in the 
development and qualification of modifications for shipboard cooling systems to operate 
with environmentally acceptable refrigerants. The CCDF allows precision measurement of 
centrifugal compressor performance in the actual fluid. This performance cannot be 
measured on the cooling system because of the compact design of these plants which 
produces flow distortions entering the compressor. The CSDs create and maintain a 
precise cooling load (capacity) for the plant at a precise head (condenser water entering 
temperature) condition. These conditions must be created and maintained for extended 
periods and varied in precise steps to fully document the performance of the system with 
the current refrigerant and then with the replacement refrigerant (after modification of the 
system) to ensure that the same performance, power consumption and acoustic signature is 
being produced by the modified plant. There are six duplex (capable of serving two plants 
at independent conditions) CSDs at Annapolis. 

Each of these facilities consists of certain key components (heat exchangers, pumps, flow 
measuring equipment and other instrumentation, control valves, auxiliary cooling plants) 
and a significant amount of piping custom fitted to the installation of each facility. It is 
pmumed that some of the key components might be relocated but the piping systems 
would be scrapped and refitted at the new location. Many of the key components would 
also be unsuitable for the new location since they were designed for the unique 
characteristics of the Annapolis location, i.e. the heat exchangers were designed for Severn 
River water cooling whereas all of the alternate locations ide~tified in prior questions would 
utilize a cooling tower. Environmental factors at NSWC-Philadelphia require water tower 
cooling at that site also. The pumps were selected for the layout ancl location as installed at 
Annapolis. It is impossible to determine if the current pumps would be useful in the new 
location, so it is presumed that they would be replaced. In essence., relocation of the 
facilities is almost equivalent to replication of the facilities. (Again these are the facilities, 
not the shipboard cooling systems). 
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The previously cited $1 1.2M relocation cost is based on the actual experience of NSWC- 
Annapolis in this effort and is broken down as: 

Disassembly: 700K 

0 Disconnect AC plants and salvage useful equipment for relocation -(700K) 

Reassembly : 

0 Construct six CSDs at new location - (2,500K) 
0 Install 12 AC plants at new location - (2,400K) 
0 Construct CCDF at new location - (1,000K) 

Calibration: 4,600K 

0 Instrument and calibrate AC plants at new location - (1,200K) 
0 Baseline the performance of AC plants at new location - (2,400K) 
0 Calibrate and baseline CCDF facility - (1,000K) 

Total: 1 1,200K 

In the replication question (DJD 023), the only difference in cost (besides the shipboard 
cooling system acquisition cost) is the savings of $700K in combined disconnect and 
salvaging cost. However, the estimated replacement cost of the key components that 
would not be relocated in a replication scenario would cancel this stavings. 

All of the relocation scenarios will result in a minimum two year delay in program 
execution as the current facilities are dismantled and replaced at the new location. As stated 
in our previous answers to DJD 014 of 6 December 1994 Question 3, this will have an 
adverse impact on the CFC stockpile and on fleet readiness and combat capability. A 
similar adverse impact would result if the in process AC plants wen: retargetted to NSWC- 
Philadelphia as discussed above. 

The replication response (DJD 023) wherein the facilities and the shipboard cooling 
equipment are constructed at the new location theoretically will not :result in any program 
delay. In reality however, the program schedule is likely to suffer because of the 
anticipated loss of skilled and experienced R&D personnel now executing the program. 
Replication itself, as discussed in DJD 023, will require a minimum three years to 
accomplish. 
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Previous answers to this and similar questions are summarized below: 

Reference 1 Destination 

t 

DJD 016 I NSWC 

DJD 014 
6 December 
1994 
Question 3 

7 December 
1994 

Contractor 
( York 
International) 

Question 2 
DJD 017 
7 December 
1994 
Question 1 
DJD 023 
9 December 
1994 
Question 3 

Carderock 

Shipyard l- 
I 

I NSWC 
Philadelphia 

Type 
Relocation 

Relocation 

Relocation 

Replication 

- 
Cost 
$11.2M 

-- 

Comments 

adequate 
I building and 
cooling tower 
capability. - 
Includes cost of 
building and 
cooling tower 
('$1 OM) - 
Adequate cooling 
tower and 
building 
assumed. - 
Includes 
replacement cost 
of shipboard 
e:quipment 
($9M). Assumes 
adequate cooling 
tower and 
bluilding.' 
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Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 
Reference: Control # DJD 025 

Received 1015 HRS 13 DEC 1994 
Due: 1600 HRS 13 DEC 1994 

1. Your response to RFC DJD 010 estimated the cost to ~ I i c a k t h e  Magnetic 
Fields Lab at  NSWC-Carderock at $14.5 M. Estimate the one time moving costs 
of r e l o c a t i a  the Magnetic Fields Laboratory from Annapolis to NSWC- 
Carderock. Estimate the total tons of mission equipment involved in the move as 
well as any special shipping costs. Estimate the reassembly <disassembly>, 
assembly, and recalibration costs separately. 

Response: The one time moving costs of relocating the Magnetic Fields Laboratory from 
Annapolis to NSWC-Carderock are shown in the Table below. 

Amount of Mission Equipment 65 tons 

Cost of Disassemblv $0.3 M 

I Cost of Non-Magnetic Building ! $7.0 M I 
I Cost of Assembly I $3.8 M I 
I Cost of Recalibration I $0.8M 1 

The disassembly cost includes special packing where required. The cost of the non- 
magnetic building includes site preparation. The assembly cost includes the cost for 
new equipment (that is not practical to relocate) and set up costs. 

2. Your response to RFC DJD 010 estimated the cost to re~liciate the Magnetic 
Silencing Facility a t  NSWC-Carderock at  $5.5 M. Estimate the one time moving 
costs of relocatin2 the Magnetic Silencing Facility from White Oak to NSWC- 
Carderock. Estimate the total tons of mission equipment involved in the move as 
well as any special shipping costs. Estimate the reassembly <disassembly>, 
assembly, and recalibration costs separately. 

Response: The response to this question is more appropriately directed to the White Oak 
Detachment, Dahlgren Division, Naval Surface Warfare Center per telephone 
conversation between BSAT (DeYoung) and NSWC-CD (Metrey). 
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Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 
Reference: Control # DJD 026 

Received 0900 HRS 14 DEC 1994 
Due: 1400 HRS 14 DEC 1994 

I. Cost of Non-Magnetic Building: Report the amount of space (in square feet) 
necessary for the non-magnetic building. 

Response: 
The response to this question is based upon buildings to :support consolidation of 

Annapolis and White Oak magnetic silencing capabilities at Ci~derock. The total floor 
area required is 19,175 square feet. This area is comprised of two buildings - a non- 
magnetic test building (8,400 sq ft) and an instrumentation building (10,875 sq ft). 
Two buildings are required because the testing must be condilcted in a "magnetically 
clean" environment and the instamentation required to con,duct the measurements 
create significant magnetic fields. 

The test building must be constructed of non-magnetic materials (i.e., wood, 
concrete, aluminum, brass, and copper) and fasteners so its not to influence the 
magnetic measurements being taken. The building must have four (4) levels on which 
magnetic sensors are deployed. The current test floor is 42 FT x 50  FT with an 
overhead clearance of 20 FI'. The test floor is the top floor an'd must be accessible for 
loading and unloading large test items (such as a diesel generat.or). The test floor must 
be capable of withstanding at least forty-four (44) tons of dynamic load. The entrance 
door to the test floor must be at least 12 FT wide by 14 FT tal.1. Each of the three (3) 
lower floors must have an overhead height of 10 FT to accommodate magnetic field 
measurements to a level of 30 FI' below the item being tested. The site of the test 
building must be in a magnetically clean area (no large pieces of ferrous material located 
within a sphere of radius 300 FT centered on the test building). No vehicular traffic 
can pass through ally portion of the sphere during testing. The test building must have 
provisions to accommodate the following: 

supply of fuel for engines being tested 
provisions for the removal of engine exhaust 
supply of cooling water for water cooled systemslcomponents 
electrical power supplies covering the following ranges: 

0 - 2,400 amperes 
3 phase 
60 Hz and 400 Hz 
115 volts, 220 volts, and 440 volts 

to support motors, load banks, and water brakes for engines and generators 
undergoing testing. 

The instrumentation building must be located outside the 300 FT sphere centered on 
the test building but close enough so that the equipment being tested (such as diesel 
engines) can be operated safely from a remote location. The instrumentation building 
has been sized to consolidate the areas listed below that are curn:ntly accommodated in 
several individual buildings. 

general laboratory 5,250 sq ft 
instrumentation 2,250 sq ft 
magnetic model storage 2,000 sq ft 
staging area 825 sq ft 
sensors laboratory 550 sq ft 

DJD 026 Page 1 of 2 22 Dec 1994 
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2. Cost of Assemblv: Breakout the cost for new equipment and the set-up costs 
separately. Also, who will perform the assembly? 

Response: 

1 Cost of New Equipment 1 $ 2.4 M 1 
I Set-UD Cost - Contract / Labor 1 $0.2 M I 
I Set-up Cost - Installation I S 1 . 2 M  I 

The new equipment cost is based upon a detailed study conducted in the Spring of 
FY 93 in preparation for moving the Magnetic Fields Laboratory as part of BRAC-93. 
It was determined then that the following equipment was not practical to move: 

Direct Current power supplies 
Water rheostats 
Ambient field coil systems with power supplies 
Quad cables 
Computer equipment 
Miscellaneous equipment including: moisture sensor., ladders, spare cables, 

spare rope, drill presses, grinders, isolation transformers, tanks, exhaust pipes, 
engine control panels, etc. 

The set-up costs consist of labor costs associated with the procurement new 
equipment. 

The installation costs include the set-up and integration of' the relocated and new 
equipment. This work will be done by Carderock Division personnel (transferred from 
both Annapolis ana White Oak). 

DJD 026 Page 2 of 2 
22 Dec 1994 

11 -- 140 



From: David E p s t e ~  de (5 L4 

TO: BSAT 04  J 
, , i i 
i r! 

Via: (1) Alex Yellin 

Subj: Navy Technical Facilities -- Naval Surface Warfare Center 
Detachment Annapolis (hereafter, NS WC Annapolis) 

t. 1. The following questions deal with the mission of NSWC Annapolis Uy 
C / .  ,''-J Are there any pieces of equipment which must be left in Annapolis and reused? 

- %  How often must these items be reused? - ---- -:b-y- - - _ ,= 
\ For each weapo~system,'EFjjla& wm-ing to the program; among other aspects of 

\ \  

1 the program's future, where is continued RDT&E, if any, going to be conducted 
Provide the names, phone numbers of the Navy project managers at NA VSEA, NAVAIR, 

e. 
\$ etc. who are responsible for the major projects which are or were recently being performed at 

: ,  
Annapolis. Indicate the number of WY performed and funding providecl on each project 
during FY93,94, and 95 (to date). The list of projects should include at least the two largest " % ' "'; 

'r - '77 f '  
projects for each major systems at Annapolis and at least one project for lesser equipment.. c4 , ,, 

2.  The following questions deal with the Joint Spectrum Center, the primary tenant of 
NSWC Annapolis: 

' i f "  
Explain the reasons, if any, for Joint Spectrum Center being located on a military or other-/) 

t 

secure compound. Does the current location satisfy this requirement. If so, how? If not, \ t .' 1 

why not or what would have to be done to make the location satisfactory? i 

"d -' +. 
Explain the reasons, if any, for Joint Spectrum Center being located in an electronically or 

k . 3  
. 1 '< *--! 

magnetically "quiet" environment. Does the current location satis@ this requirement. If so, 
* ' how? If not, why not or what would have to be done to make the location satisfactory? 

For each lease involving Joint Spectrum Center or its primary contractor:; in the Washington- 
' 

1: j d :  

I ~altimore-Annapoli$~4dt the annual rent, the number of square feet involved, special 
*, L 
J I facilities, special requirements, and the date the lease expires (including an explanation of 1 , ,&/k , 

jf L i 
any options avialable to landlord and tenant). - 

': , + t * y  - 5 
' t v  . i- 

/ 
3. The COBRA which was prepared for the selected scenario reflects a savings with a net 
present value of about $174 Million. It would appear that this represent a high level decision 
involving a trade off of econorhics vs. military readiness. Although there is probably no specific 
dollar level at which the BSEC would say that the savings is so large that we: have to close 
NSWC, please comment on how the BSEC would have acted if the NPV savings had only been 
$150M? $100M? $50M? or$O? 



4. If NSWC Annapolis is closed, who will do the work which can not be performed s i n c e  
there will be fewer employees in the post BRAC-95 scenario and NSWC Annapolis alreadfias 

i 

more work than it can handle? If this work will be performed by contractor personnel, please ,- l i  1 .  % 

f . 
estimate the number of WYs to be performed by contractors and the cost to the Navy of an_,,,-' 
average contractor WY. L' k c ,  

J 

5 .  Does the Navy anticipate that after the closure of NSWC Annapolis and the Magnetic 
Testing facility at NSWC White Oak, that any of the facilities will have to be refurbished, 
reconstructed, developed by contractors to the Governmetn, or in any way physically replaced? 
If so, what would the estimated cost of each system most likely be? (Please: break down your 
response by facilitylmajor capability.) \; 

Y 1 ,) 
6 .  Does the Navy anticipate that after the closure of NSWC Annapolis and the Magnetic 1 

I ; 
Testing facility at NSWC, it will have to develop computer simulation modlels or other methods 

, c s  
. of analyzing new weapons systems or parts thereof which until now have been done through 

.* 

\ \I. 
C' 

testes conducted at NSWC Annapolis or the Magnetic Testing facility at Annapolis? What 
computer systems will have to be developed and what is their estimated cosi:? (Please break 
down your response by facilitylmajor capability.) 

7. How important was military value in deciding which technical facilities to propose for 
closure, particularly with respect to NSWC Annapolis. If only certain aspects of military value 
were key in the decision with respect to NSWC Annapolis, please identify and explain. 

8. What are the reuse plans, if any, for NSWC? Do any of these plans involve building 
condominium, private homes, a Navy lodge, a Navy retirement home or any other form of 
residence for current or retired military personnel? 
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Table 5.1. Technical Sufi  Ejucalion Leis1 foi 
(Act iv i ty :  NS\$'C-.4nnaoolis (b l a in  S i t e )  ) ( I :  3 ) P r e  BRAC 91* 

* Before  d e p a r t u r e  of S u r v i v a b i l i t y ,  S t r u c t u r e  & M a t e r i a l s  D i r e c t 0 r a t . e  
(Code 60) i n  compliance w i t h  BRAC 91 .  

Table 5.1. Technical Staff Education Level for 
(Activity: j S ~ $ ' C - A n n a ~ o l i s  (NIKE SITE) ) (U1C:- 61533 --- ) 

Senice 

Cy Morethan 
20 Years 0 

2 

2 

0 

0 

7 

- 
Total 

0 

3 

8 

7 - 
0 

13 



*After departure of Survivability, Structure & Materials Directorate 
(Code 60) in compliance with BRAC 91. 

~ & l e  5 .  I ,  Technid S 0 d f  Education h v e l  foi 
( . ~ ~ t i r i t ~  :KKSC-ANXAPOLIS ) C[J.C: 61 533 1 POST ERAC 91* 

2 

3 Y w s  Yevs  

Schml 

- 1 3 1 2 1  1 1 3  1 I9 1 "B1 120 ' Schwl 

B.A.1S.S 1 3 60 1 20 1 8  1 68 1 ,  
I PI.A.1M.S I 1 ( 48 1 18 I 5 I -1 

159 

123 

3t.D. 
w -- 11 ToA I 11 1 142 ( 65 1 36 1 180 11 434 1 



5. Technical Staff Qualifications. 

w 
a. Use Table 5.1 (below) to provide data on the civilian personnel allocated to 

Technical Operations having the educational and experience levels indicated in the table for 
your activity. Report data as of 3 1 hlarch 1994. Similarly, use Table 5.2 (below) to 
provide data for all your separate detachments or sites that did not receive this data call 
directly. Consolidate data from all of these detachments into one table ( 5 . 2 ) .  Provide a list 
of the detachments whose data is included in Table 5.2. 

Table 5.1, Technical Staff Education Level for 
(Activity: NAVSSES (PHILA)) (UIC:65540) 

NOTE: Includes F?P personnel except Directorate 30 (Does include Department. 36) 
Technical Operations definition above given by Joe Crowder of Carderock CDNSWC 

Highest 
Degree 

Attained 

Grade School 

High School 

B.A.1B.S 

M.A./M.S 

Ph.D.1 
M.D. 

Total 

Data Call #5 
NAVSSES (PHILA) 

Paage 10 of 109 
UIC 65530 

Years of Government andlor Military Senlice 

Less than 
3 Years 

0 

20 

26 

1 

0 

47 

3-10 Years 

10 

185 

400 

2 6 

0 

627 

1 1-1 5 Years 

3 

17 1 

126 

16 

0 

316 

16-20 Years 

5 

126 

54 

11 

0 

196 

hlor: than 
20 'tears 

2 20 

120 622 

8 6 692 

:! 1 7 5 - 
1 1 

I 

230 1410 
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BRAC-95 Scenario Developn~ent Data Call Tasking 

Scenario Number: 1 3-20-0198-035 1 
11 Scenario Title: I NSWC Annapolis 11 

Description of ClosurelReali~nment Scenario 

Due Date: 

Close NSWC Det Annapolis, including special area (NIKE Site). Cons'olidate at NSWC 
Philadelphia. Use existing facilities at other locations in place of those at NSWC Annapolis. 

1300 EST, 20 November 1994 

Preparation of a Scenario Development Data Call response for the closi~relrealignment 
scenario described above is mandatory. The lead major claimant may submit a separate, 
additional Scenario Development Data Call response, which while not changing the base(s1 
identified as beinn closedlrealinned, does identify alternative receiving sites. If an additional 

'yl response is submitted, identify this response as Scenario Number 3-20-0198-035A. 

BSAT Points of Contact 

Any questions concerning this specific closure/realignment scenario should be addressed 
to the BSAT Technical Centers Team at (703) 681-0491. General questions regarding 
COBRA or other costing issues should be addressed to Mr. David Wennergren at (703) 68 1 - 
0466. 



BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL 
ATTACHMENT 1: BASE LOADING DATA 

Activity: 6 15 3 3 NS WC CARDEROCK DIV DET ANNAPOLIS 
PART 1: MANPOWER DATA - HOST AND TENANTS. This data is provided to assist you in identifying military billets and civilian positions which will either be relocated or 
eliminated as a result of closure or realignment. Officer (OFF), Enlisted (ENL) and Civilian (CIV) numbers reflect end strength, not on-board counts. The "Planned Force Structure 
Reduction" column represents the difference between projected "Beginning of ET 1996" and projected "End of FY 2001 " end strength. The source of this data is the 
BUPERSNAVCOMPTICMC data bases in support of the FY 199611997 OSD Submit. Review this list and make any necessary annotations, including the addition or deletion of 
lines of data to accurately reflect the host and tenant population. Note that Military Students (STU) must be shown as an Average On-Board (AOB) count. If a significant student 
population is located at the activity, then all students need to be identified in this table. Student data need only be provided for the "End of FY 2001" column of the table. If any 
numbers are changed, please provide a revised set of totals at the end of the listing. 

=-&-NED FORCE 
5i&ZOR BEGIN FY 1996 STRUCTURE CHANGES END M 2001 

U I C  NAME CLAIMANT OPP E m  CIV STU OPF ENL CIV STU OFF ENL CIV STU 

N 61533 NSWC CARDEROCK DIV DET COMNAVSEASYS 2 0 0 0 -1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 

61533 NSWC CARDEROCK COMNAVSEASYS 0 0 725 0 0 0 -307 0 0 0 418 0 

TOTALS : 2 0 725 0 -1 0 -307 0 1 0 418 0 

Page 1 B 



BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL 
ATTACHMENT 1: BASE LOADING DATA 

PART 5: TOTAL FACILITY SQUARE FEET. This is the total Class 2 facility square feet, excluding family housing, MWR and utilities, as reported in the Naval Facilities Assets 
Data Base (NFADB). This figure is used in determining the number of square feet which will be "shut down" as a result of the closure action. 

Total ~acility Square Feet (in thousanda): 0 

PART 6: BASE OPERATING SUPPORT (BOS) COST DATA. This is the total BOS costs reported for the host and tenant activities in Data Call 66. Please review this data and 
ensure that it is consistent with FY 1996 OSD Submit budget data. If BOS cost data needs to be revised, specific revisions should be noted on a revised copy of the appropriate Data 
Call 66 table@), which Should then be returned with this data call response. 

MAJOR RPMA RPMA OBOS OBOS RPMA RPMA OBOS OBOS RPMA RPMA OBOS OBOS 
UIC NAME CLAIMANT NONPAY PAY NONPAY PAY NONPAY PAY NONPAY PAY NONPAY PAY NONPAY PAY 

W ARDER K DIV D T C MNAV EA Y 3 3 3 2741 960 2744 963 6086 6799 6086 6799 

Page 1 



BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL 
ATTACHMENT 1: BASE LOADING DATA 

PART 7: CONTRACT WORKYEAR DATA. This is the total contract workyear data reported by the host and tenant activities in Data Call 66. Please review this data, especially 
the columns regarding contract workyears which will either be eliminated or transferred as a result of the closure/realignment action. Sum of workyears transferred + eliminated + 
remaining at activity must equal Total Contract Workyears. Annotate corrections as necessary. 

TOTAL NO. OF WORK- NO. OF WORK- NO. OF WORK- 
MAJOR CONTRACT YEARS TO BE YEARS TO BE YEARS REMAINING 

UIC NAME CLAIMANT WORKYEARS TRANSFERRED ELIMINATED AT ACTIVITY 
61533 NSWC CARDEROCK DlV DET COMNAVSEASYS 102  7 7 2 0 4 

TOTALS r 102  7 7 2 0 4 

Page 1 

- * 



Department of the Navy 
1 Base Structure Analysis Team 

BRAC-95 Scenario Development Data Call Tasking 
URGENT 

To: f lc Jim Lo5dq 
Organization : - 

Fax Number : 
MAv5tP 
602- OYVl 

Complete a BRAC-95 Scenario Development Data Call response for the closure/realignrnent scenario(s) 
outlined on the next page. A Base Loading Data Attachment (Attachment One to the Scenario Development Data 
Call) for each losing base involved in the scenario has been provided with this fax tasking. General guidance in 
preparing data call responses is provided below. Specific guidance on the closure/realignment scenario is provided 
on the next page. 

In developing your Data Call response, every effort should be made to minimize the costs associated with the 
closure action and to ensure that completion of the action takes place as rapidly as po:jsible. The BSEC tasking for 
this scenario may include specific directions on the relocation of functions/organizatior~s. In the absence of specific 
direction from the BSEC, only essential functions, equipment, etc., should be relocated. All others should be 
eliminated/excessed. To this end, for any activity identified as being relocated in your data call response (with the 

ception of relocations specifically identified by the BSEC), you must provide a detailed narrative explanation on the 
pecific operational requirement that supports movement to another location as opposed to elimination of the 

As the lead. major claimant for this data call response, it is your responsibility to ensure that all necessary 
coordination with other major claimants and consolidation/summarization of responses is completed prior to 
submitting a data call response. Contact the BSAT if you need a POC list for other major claimants. 

As detailed in the Scenario Development Data Call format, the following data submission and certification 
procedures will be followed. An advance copy of the completed data call response, aloing with a major claimant-level 
certification, will be either hand carried or faxed to the BSAT by the lead major claimant. The original copy of the 
data call response must be forwarded, via the chain of command, as soon as possible {:hereafter. 

Due date for submission of the advance copy of the data call response, along with POCs on the BSAT for this 
scenario, are provided on the next page. Every effort must be made to ensure that data calls are submitted on time. 
Primary fax number for the BSAT for Scenario Development Data Call responses is (703) 756-21 72. An alternate 
fax number is (703) 756-21 74. Due to the size of some of these data call responses, niajor claimants in the 
Washington. DC area should try to hand deliver, rather than fax their responses. 

* * * * *  48 Hour Turnaround Required * * * * *  

Number of Pages, including cover page: < I 
URGENT 



BRAC-95 Scenario Development Data Call Tasking 

Base Loading Data Attachment 

A Base Loading Data Attachment (Attachment One to the Scenario Development Data 
Call) is provided, with this fax, for each base in the scenario which is being considered for 
closure/realignment. See pages 3 - 4 of the Introduction to the Scenario Development Data 
Call, and the text accompanying each part of this Attachment, for more information on the 
use of the Base Loading Data Attachment in responding to Scenario Development Data Call 
taskings. The Base Loading Data Attachment is composed of the following seven parts (note 
that parts 5 and 6 are shown on the same page): 

Part 1: Manpower ~ a &  - Host and Tenants. Table is a listing of the host activity 
and all tenant activities at the base. Manpower numbers (end strength) are shown for the start 
of FY 1996 (End FY 1995) and the end of FY 2001 (the difference between these two 
columns being the planned force structure changes). 

Part 2: Manpower Data - Detachments. Table is a listing of detachments of the 
activity being considered for closure/realignment. 

Part 3: Manpower Data - Special Use Areas. Table is a listing of "special use areas" 
of the activity being considered for closurelrealignment. 

Part 4: Manpower Data - Non-Department of the Navy (DO&? Tenants. Table is a 
listing of the Non-DON tenant activities at the base. 

Part 5: Total Facility Square Feet. Total Class 2 facility squan: feet at the base, 
excluding family housing, MWR and utilities, as reported in the Naval Facilities Assets Data 
Base(NFADB). 

Part 6: Base Operating Support 030s) Cost Data. FY 1996 BOS Costs, regardless 
of appropriation, as reported in Data Call 66 response(s). 

Part 7: Contract Workyear Data. Contract Workyear data, as reported in Data Call 
66 response(s). 

If a blank page is printed rather than one of the "Parts" of the Base Loading Data 
Attachment, then no records were found for this particular table (e.~;., the activity had no 
detachments, etc.). 

Each Scenario should be considered as a distinct, stand alone 
closure/realignment alternative. 
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Scenario 3-20-0 198-035A 
Reference: Control # DJD 027 

W v  Received: 2200 HRS 02 .TUN 1995 
Due: 1600 HRS 05 JUN 1995 

1. OUESTION: Re: Deep Ocean Machinery & Vehicle Pressure Simulation Facility. U.S. Navy 
submarine hulls can be tested by employing scale models of undersea hull structures. What 
pressure tanks perform this type of work for the U.S. Navy? Where are they located? Could 
undersea vehicles, similar to the PISCES IV last tested in the Annapolis facility in 1983, be tested 
in this manner? 

Response: 
The Annapolis Deep Ocean Vehicle & Machinery Pressure Simulation Facility can test scale 

models of submarine hulls but more importantly because of its size and depth rating, it can test full 
scale deep ocean systems and equipment. Most of the Navy's submarine hull model testing is done 
at the pressure vessel facility at the NSWC, Carderock Division, Carderock. site. When large 
models for composite, deep depth submersible hull structures are required, the large pressure tank 
at Annapolis will be needed to meet these future model testing requirements. 

Almost all of this type of work for the Navy is done within the Carderock Division, either 
at Annapolis or Carderock site. Other facilities such as Southwest Research Institute or Lockheed- 
Martin Marietta can do some small model pressure testing, but testing of models with a diameter 
greater than 4 feet at U.S. submarine collapse depth pressures must be done: at NSWC Carderock 
Division. However, larger models are needed to validate fabrication techniques as well as 
structural designs. These larger models can only be tested to submarine design collapse depth 
pressures in the Carderock Division facilities. 

Undersea vehicles, similar to the PISCES IV, can not be tested in this manner. The 
PISCES IV test was not a hull structure test, per se. It was a complete vehicle systems certification 
test. The vehicle was tested in its operational condition with all equipment on board, all systems 
operating, and the crew in place. Scale model testing could not have accomplished this test. 

2. OUESTION: Re: Deep Ocean Machinery & Vehicle Pressure Sirnulatior1 Facility. Machinery 
systems which are too large to be tested in existing pressure tanks can be broken into smaller 
component so that they can be accommodated into existing pressure tanks. (Could undersea 
vehicles, similar to the PISCES IV last tested in the Annapolis facility in 1983, be tested in this 
manner? 

Response: 
No. Complete system tests are required to demonstrate that all components and their 

interactions are tested, preferably simultaneously. The PISCES IV test coultl not have been tested 
in this manner because the PISCES N test was a vehicle system certification test. The purpose of 
the test was to demonstrate that the total vehicle system worked not that each of its parts worked. 
If only component parts testing had been accomplished, the vehicle system would have then 
required an additional test, probably at sea, for final certification. 

However, the Annapolis facility has been used recently to test major subsystems. The 500 
Hour First Article Test for the USS SEAWOLF (SSN-21) Take Home Motor was conducted in the 
facility in April 1993. The only other viable alternative to the Annapolis test facility was to install 
the system on an operational submarine. Installation of the system, external to the pressure hull, 
would have resulted in significant impact to the submarine schedule. The failure of a part of the 
system during the test required the removal, redesign, and reinstallation of the part prior to the 
successful completion of the test. The facility afforded a rapid turn around capability which might 
not have been available if the test was conducted on an actual submarine. Three actual production 

w units are scheduled to be tested in the facility starting in January 1996. 
In January 1995, both manipulator arms for the U.S. Navy's SEA CUFF (DSV-4) vehicle 

were tested in the facility. These manipulator arms were statically tested in a commercial pressure 
NSWC- Annapolis 1 o f 5  UIC: 61533 
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vessel prior to their installation on SEA CLIFF. At sea, the manipulator arms failed to operate 
properly. After repeated attempts to identify and correct the problem on SEA CLIFF, the 
manipulator arms were taken to the Annapolis facility to be tested as a sys tem. With sufficient 
volume available to operate the arms, at the required submergence pressure, the arms were 
operationally tested. The installed television capability allowed the observation of the manipulator 
joints undergoing binding and actually leaking hydraulic fluid in several different test 
configurations. The manipulator arm deficiencies are now in the process of being corrected. 

3. OUESTION: Re: Deep Ocean Machinery & Vehicle Pressure Simulatilon Facility. Computer- 
aided design has proven accurate in the simulation of sea conditions. Couild undersea vehicles, 
similar to the PISCES IV last tested in the Annapolis facility in 1983, be tested in this manner? Are 
mathematical models being used to design the hull structure of new submarines? 

Response: 
Computer simulation capability leading to "virtual reality" is prog~:ssing rapidly, but 

cannot be substituted for tests like those conducted on PISCES IV in 1983. 
The PISCES test was a complete full scale system test. It was not i i  design study type of 

test. Computer modeling is used to help design submersible systems but it is no substitute for 
actual full scale system testing. This applies to unmanned remotely operated vehicles as well as 
manned vehicles. Deep ocean systems need full scale real time testing to ellsure proper operation. 

Mathematical models for submarine hull structures are becoming more and more 
sophisticated, but can not replace the need for pressure tank tests. The complex computer design 
methods are generally aimed at improving designs, addressing issues which were previously 
handled in an excessively conservative manner. These sophisticated mathematical models are 
developed and verified using large diameter hull model tests, before their use in actual hull 
structure design programs leading to certification tests. 

V A current example of mathematical models being used to design the hull structure of new 
submarines is the use of a new and proven analytical method to assess the dynamic strength of 
submarine pressure hulls subjected to underwater explosion. The procedure was developed and 
validated with experimental tests on small scale models in the 10 foot diameter spherical pressure 
tank certified for explosive testing at the Carderock site. The procedure has been incorporated into 
the New SSN specifications. Further development of even more sophisticated mathematical 
models and procedures is continuing, coupling pressure tank and larger scale, at sea test with 
computerized methods. Future submarine hulls will have more assured survivability against 
explosion. 

4. OUESTION: Re: Deep Ocean Machinery & Vehicle Pressure Simulation Facility. In addition 
to certifying U.S. Navy submarines, what other pressure hulls have the pressure tanks at NSWC- 
Carderock certified? 

Response: 
The following pressure hulls have been certified in tests: 

at the Carderock site: 

NSWC- Annapolis 
DJD-027 

Dry Deck Shelter 
ALVIN 
SEA CLIFF 
Nau tile (French) 
Shinkai 6500 (Japanese) 
Composite Diving Suit 
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at the Annapolis Site: 

DSRV 11 
Saturation Diver Transport Capsule 
DSRV 111 (Planned for Fall 1995) 

Classes of submarine hulls that have been certified in pressure tank tests at the Carderock 
site include the OHIO (SSBN-726), STURGEON (SSN-637), LOS ANGELES (SSN-688), S AN 
JUAN (SSN-751), and SEAWOLF (SSN-21). The New SSN hull is currently in the certification 
process. These tests involve large models, 5 feet to 10 feet in diameter. In addition, in each case 
there are numerous tests at both small and large scale prior to the final certification tests. All new 
submarine classes include increased requirements, such as large missile tubes, depth, size, 
material, configuration, and cost reduction features, that demand development 1 adaptation of 
design procedures and their validation before application to the new hull. ];or the New SSN, for 
example, the need to use more cost effective weld procedures has led to a series of six 10 foot 
diameter hull model tests that must be completed before the configuration m~odels are tested. 

5. QUESTION: Re: Deep Ocean Machinery & Vehicle Pressure Simulation Facility. Given that a 
manned undersea vehicle has not been tested in the Annapolis facility since 1983, and given the 
various alternatives to such testing, is there any reason to believe that manned testing would be 
required by the U.S. Navy in the future? If so, please explain why, and wh~at would be the 
frequency of this requirement? 

Response: 
Yes, there is reason to believe that manned testing will be required by the U.S. Navy in the 

future. Manned submersible testing requirements are a function of the frequency at which these 
submersibles are constructed and or overhauled. As the time since the last nwnned submersible 
was tested increases, the likelihood that a subsequent test will be required also increases for an 
existing manned submersible after an overhaul as well as prior to the initial deep dive of a newly 
constructed manned submersible. The need for this kind of testing is based, at least in part, upon 
safety considerations for the crew. Regardless of the design, the manned submersible must be 
tested at actual submergence pressure to ensure that water does not leak into the compartments 
housing people. There are only two ways to do this. The first way is to build a facility, such as 
the one at Annapolis, in which the submersible can be placed. The pressure which the entire 
submersible experiences is then raised, in a controlled manner, to the required level. If a problem 
should occur, the pressure can be removed in an expeditious manner. The total amount of water 
capable of leaking into the submersible is also constrained. The other way is to conduct the test at 
sea, in as much of a controlled manner as is possible. This is the manner in which full size 
submarines are tested. If a problem occurs, damage control action by the crew and returning to the 
surface are the available remedies. The time required to return to the surface for a deep diving 
manned submersible can be prohibitive in the face of a leak / flooding casualty due to improper 
assembly of a component or system exposed to submergence pressure. 

A major subsystem of a full sized, manned submersible was tested in April 1993. The 
SEAWOLF Class Take Home Motor was tested in the Annapolis facility primarily because of the 
cost, schedule, and convenience considerations. No other facility, other than at sea, could meet the 
requirements of the test. In January, 1995, the manipulator arms for the SEA CLIFF (DSV-4) 
were tested in the Annapolis facility. No other facility could provide, at the required submergence 
pressure, the volume necessary for the testing. 

The full capabilities of the Deep Ocean Machinery and Vehicle Pressure Simulation Facility 
were demonstrated in the testing of the Cable-controlled Underwater Recove~ry Vehicle (CURV III) 
in April 1993. Though an unmanned system, this series of tests demonstrated the ability of the 
CURV III vehicle to operate as a complete system at a depth of 20,000 feet beneath the ocean 
surface. 
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The actual frequency of this requirement is unknown. This response is predicated on the 
assumption that there will be continued need for manned submersibles andlfor manned submersible 
development programs in the future. 

6. QUESTION: Re: Deep Ocean Machinery & Vehicle Pressure Simulation Facility. For each 
year since the facility was built, how many tests of manned undersea vehicles have been conducted 
in this facility for the U.S. Navy? 

Response: 
The Deep Ocean Vehicle and Machinery Pressure Simulation facility at Annapolis 

has performed pressure tests on five submersibles with the crew inside the submersible during the 
test This is referred to as a "manned test". The first manned test was conducted on the 
submersible DEEP STAR 2000 in 1970. This was the very first time a manned test was performed 
in any pressure vessel anywhere in the world. The following is a list of the manned submersible 
tests that have been performed in this facility: 

1970 DEEP STAR 2000 Westinghouse (Navy Project) 
1973 ALVIN Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution / 

Office of Naval Research 
1978 MERMAID I1 Private 
1979 KITTEREDGE K-600 Private 
1983 PISCES IV Canada 

NSWC-Annapolis is not aware of any manned submersible testing conducted in any other pressure 
test facility. 

7. OUESTION: Re: Submarine Fluid Dynamics Facility. What requiremeints fiat have been 
provided by the Annapolis facility could not have been met by other water flow testing facilities 
(e.g., the Hydrodynamic Laboratory at NRL, the Water Tunnel Facility at r'lCCOSC)? What is 
unique about each requirement that other facilities cannot meet it? What alteirnatives other that at- 
sea testing are available to satisfy those unique requirements? How often do these unique 
requirements arise? 

Response: 
The unique requirements which the Annapolis facility possesses that cannot be met by other 

water flow testing facilities are the combination of high pressure fluid, high fluid flow rates, and 
extremely low noise. NSWC-Annapolis cannot provide certified informatioti on other facilities 
such as those listed in the question. However, water tunnels can generally meet the flow 
requirements, but cannot be used for high pressure applications. Water tunnlels are typically used 
for low pressure cavitation studies with viewing ports and are not intended nor designed for use 
with high pressure fluids. Additionally, water tunnels are closed loop systems which require an 
energy source to keep the fluid flowing. This energy source will interfere with low noise acoustic 
testing. 

No other facility has a large capacity water tank coupled with a high pressure, high capacity 
air system which can provide the high pressure, high flow, low noise capabilities required for 
components such as the SSN-21 Depth Control Valve. The Annapolis facility also provides the 
Computer Duration Method transient noise analysis required for SSN-21 components. No other 
flow facility has this unique combination of capabilities. Even at-sea testing in many cases does 
not provide a viable alternative due to time, cost, and safety considerations. 

The Submarine Fluid Dynamics Facility is utilized all year round. Recent SSN-21 and 
New SSN (NSSN) component testing has kept the water portion of the facility in operation full 
time between three and six months each year. The facility is configured so that the water portion 

NSWC- Annapolis 
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and the air portion of the facility can be operated independently. However, several tests require the 
presence of both the water portion and the air portion simultaneously. 

w 
8. QUESTION: Re: Submarine Fluid Dynamics Facility. What requirements fiat have been 
provided by the Annapolis facility could not have been met by other air system testing facilities 
(e-g., NSWC Philadelphia)? What is unique about each requirement that other facilities cannot 
meet? What alternatives other than at sea testing are available to satisfy thoye unique requirements? 
How often do these unique requirements arise? 

Response: 
The unique air requirement which is provided by the Annapolis facility is the ability to 

provide high pressure, high capacity air quietly. Because of the 960 Cu. Ft. capacity @ 4200 Psi 
storage capacity, high pressure air can be delivered quietly to test submarim: components. This 
storage capacity is in the progress of being upgraded to 960 Cu. Ft. @ 5000 Psi. The limited 
storage capacity at other locations would require the use of high pressure air compressors to be 
running during the tests in order to meet the necessary capacity. The noise generated by these 
compressors make it impossible to measure noise on a quiet component. N:SWC Philadelphia 
currently has a storage capacity of 250 Cu. Ft. @ 5000 Psi and an additional 250 Cu. Ft. @ 3000 
Psi. The rate at which NSWC-Philadelphia can recharge its storage capacity, with high pressure 
air compressors, is 1600 lbrntmin, roughly four times that of NSWC-Annapolis. NSWC- 
Philadelphia is scheduled to upgrade their storage capacity to 550 Cu. Ft. @) 5000 Psi and 250 Cu. 
Ft. @ 3000 Psi in 1996. 

Another unique capability of the Annapolis facility is the ability to provide large volumes of 
high pressure water, at large flow rates, in conjunction with the air systems requirements. 

The Submarine Fluid Dynamics Facility is utilized all year round. Recent SSN-21 and 
other component testing have kept the air portion of the facility in operation full time between six 
and nine months each year. The facility is configured so that the water portion and the air portion 
of the facility can be operated independently. However, several tests require: the presence of both 
the water portion and the air portion simultaneously. 
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COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 112 
Data As Of 16:21 12/14/1994, Report Created 12:15 02/17/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC AIINAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi  Le : P: \COBl?A\DONE\NSWCAlR.CBR 
Std Fc t r s  Fi  Le : P: \COBltA\N95DBOF. SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996 
F ina l  Year : 1998 
ROI Year : 1999 Year) 

NPV i n  2015($K): -175,072 
1-TimeCost($K): 25,036 

Net Costs (SKI Constant Do l la rs  
1996 1997 
---- ---- 

M i  [Con 8,000 0 
Person 43 -2,546 
Overhd 974 -1,115 
Moving 2,199 3,943 
Missio 0 0 
Other 3,787 2,723 

Tota l  Beyond 
----- ------ 
8,000 0 

-31,928 -7,623 
-26,122 -6,904 

6,854 0 
0 0 

6,513 0 

TOTAL 15,004 3,005 

Tota l  ----- 
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

O f f  0 0 
En 1 0 
Civ 6 
TOT 6 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  1 
En 1 0 
Stu 0 
Ci v 117 
TOT 118 

CLOSE NSWC Det ANNAPOLIS, INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE). CONSOLIDATE 
AT NSUC PHILADELPHIA. RELOCATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 

SCENARIO 03% 

or; 9 
CG&+ 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.081 - Page 212 
Data As Of 16:21 12/14/1994, Report Created 12:15 02/17/'995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i  Le : P:\COBRA\DONE\NSWCAlR. CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi le : P: \COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

Costs O K )  Constant Do1 lars  
1996 1997 ---- 1998 ---- ---- 

M i  LCon 8,000 0 0 
Person 21 9 474 111 
Overhd 1,394 2,176 1 ,680 
Moving 2,199 3,943 71 2 
Missio 0 0 0 
Other 3,787 2,723 3 

TOTAL 15,599 9,316 2,506 1 ,087 1,087 1 ,0197 

Savings ($K) Constant Dol lars 
1996 1997 
---- ---- 

M i  lCon 0 0 
Person 176 3,020 
Overhd 41 9 3,291 
Moving 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 595 6,311 13,616 15,614 15,614 15,614 

Tota 1 ----- 

Total 
----- 

0 
32,773 
34,591 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

13 
1 ,073 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 116 
Data As Of 16:21 12/14/1994, Report Created 12:15 02/17/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi l e  : P: \COBRA\DONE\NSUCA~R. CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi Le : P: \COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

( A l i  values i n  Dol lars) 

Category 
-------- 
Construction 

M i  li tary Construction 
Fami 1 y Housing Construct ion 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Cost Sub-Tota 1 ---- ------- -- 

Personne l 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
Civi  Lian Early Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  New Hires 
Eliminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planni ng Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Movi ng 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP 1 RSE 0 
Environmental Mi t igat ion Costs 125.000 
One-Time Unique Costs 6,388,000 

Tota l  - Other 6,513,000 .............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Costs 25,036,137 .............................................................................. 
One-Time Savings 

M i  li tary Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Fami l y Hous i fig Cost Avoi dances 0 
M i  L i tary  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
Ont-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental M i  t i g a t  ion Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 .............................................................................. 

Total One-Time Savings 0 .............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs 25,036,137 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/6 
Data As Of 16:21 12/14/1994, Report Created 12:15 02/17/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi l e  : P: \COBRA\DONE\NSWCAlR. CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi l e  : P:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

Base: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 
(ALL values i n  Dol lars) 

Category -- ------ 
Construction 

M i  li tary Construction 
Fami l y  Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
Civi  Lian Early Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  New Hires 
Eliminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Mov i ng 
Civi  Lian Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
M i  1 i tary Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental M i  t i ga t ion  Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Tota l  - Other 

cost Sub-Tota l 
---- --------- 

Total One-Time Costs 10,538,137 

One-Time Savings 
M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
M i  L i  tary Hoving 
Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Environmental Mi t igat ion Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Total One-Time Savings 0 

Total Net One-Time Costs 10,538,137 



ONE-T IME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 316 
Data As O f  16:21 12/14/1994, Report Created 12:15 02/17/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi l e  : P: \COBRA\DONE\NSUCAlR. CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi l e  : P:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

Base: NSWC CARDEROCK, MD 
(ALL values i n  Dol lars) 

Category -- ------ 
Construction 

M i  li tary Construction 
Fami Ly Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i l i a n  Early Retirement 
Civi  l i a n  New Hires 
Eliminated M i  L i ta ry  PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civi  Lian Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
M i  L i tary Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Cost Sub-Total ---- --------- 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental Mi t igat ion Costs 125,000 
One-Time Unique Costs 2,400,000 

Total - Other 2,525,000 .............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Costs 10,525,000 

One-Time Savings 
M i  L i  tary Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i  li tary Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-T i me Moving Savings 0 
Environmental M i t iga t ion  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Savings 0 .............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs 10,525,000 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 416 
Data As Of 16:21 12/14/1994, Report Created 12:15 02/17/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi l e  : P: \coBRA\DONE\NSWCA~R.CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi l e  : P: \cOBRA\N~~DBOF. SFF 

Base: NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 
( A l l  values i n  Dol lars) 

Category Cost Sub-Total ---- ---- ---- - 
Construction 

M i  li tary Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

ro ta l  - Construction 

Personne 1 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
Civi  Lian Early Retirement 
Civi  l i a n  New Hires 
Eliminated M i  L i  tary PCS 
Unemployment 

TotaL - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / S h u t d m  

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civi  Lian Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
M i  li tary Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP I RSE 0 
Environmental M i  t i g a t i o n  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 3,873,000 

Total - Other 3,873,000 .............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Costs 3,873,000 

One-Time Savings 
M i  1 i tary Construction Cost Avoidances 
FamiLy Housing Cost Avoidances 
M i  L i  t a r y  Waving 
Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Environmental M i  t i g a t  ion Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings 

--------------------------------------------------------+--------------------- 

Total One-Time Savings 0 .............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs 3,873,000 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 /6  
Data As Of 16:21 12/14/1994, Report Created l2:15 02/17/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi Le : P: \COBRA\DONE\NSWCA~R. CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi l e  : P:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

Base: NRL, DC 
( A l l  values i n  Dol lars) 

Category --- ----- 
Construction 

Hi li tary Construction 
F m i  l y  Hwsing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personne 1 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i l i a n  Early Retirement 
Civi  Lian New Hires 
Eliminated M i  L i  ta ry  PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdawn 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civi  Lian Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
M i  t i  tary Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP I RSE 
Environmental Mi t igat ion Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

Cost Sub-Total ---- --------- 

Total One-Time Costs 100.000 .............................................................................. 
One-Time Savings 

M i  li tary Construction Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
M i  1 i tary Moving 
Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Environmental Mi t igat ion Savings 
One-T i me Unique Savings 

Tota l One-Time Savings 

Total Net One-Time Costs 100.000 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6/6 
Data As O f  16:21 12/14/1994, Report Created 12:15 02/17/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i  l e  : P: \COBRA\DONE\NSUCA~R. CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi Le : P:\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

Base: LEASED SPACE, MO 
( A l l  values i n  Dol lars) 

Category -------- 
Construction 

M i  L i  tary Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
Civi  Lian Early Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  New Hires 
Eliminated M i  L i  tary PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball I S h u t d m  

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
M i  l i tary Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP 1 RSE 
Environmental Mi t igat ion Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other ..................................... 

cost ---- Sub-Total 

Total One-Time Costs 0 .............................................................................. 
One-Time Savings 

M i  li tary Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i  L i  tary mving  0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental Mi t igat ion Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Total One-Time Savings 0 ------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Total Net One-Time Costs 0 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/6 
Data As O f  16:21 12/14/1994, Report Created 12:15 02/17/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi  Le : P: \cOBRA\OONE\NSWCA~ R. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : P:\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

ALL Costs i n  $K 

Base Name 
--------- 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
NSWC CAROEROCK 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA 
NRL 
LEASED SPACE 
...................... 
Totals: 

Tota l  
M i  [Con 
------ 

0 
8,000 

0 
0 
0 

I MA 
Cost 
---- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

------ 
0 

Land Cost Tota 1 
Purch Avoid Cost 
----- -*--- ----- 

0 0 0 
0 0 8,000 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

................................ 
0 0 8,000 



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/6 
Data As Of 16:21 12/14/1994, Report Created 12:15 02/17/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi l e  : P: \cOBRA\DONE\NSWCA~ R. CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi Le : P:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

M i  [Con fo r  Base: NSWC CARDEROCK, MD 

ALL Costs i n  $K 
M i  LCon Using Rehab New New 

Description: Categ Rehab Cost* M i  Icon Cost* ------------- ----- ----- ----- ------ ----- 
Materials & Process. RDTLE 0 n/a 10,000 n/a 
MFL & MSF RDT&E 0 n/a 8,400 n/a ....................................................................... 

Total Construction Cost: 
+ I n f o  Management Account: 
+ Land Purchases: 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 

Total 
Cost* ----- 
1,000 
7,000 ------- 
8,000 

0 
0 
0 

TOTAL: 8,000 

* A L L  MiLCon Costs include Design, S i t e  Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where applicable. 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 16:21 12/14/1994, Report Created 12:15 02/17/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi Le : P: \cOBRA\DONE\NSUCAl R. CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi l e  : P: \COBRA\N~SOBOF.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: NSUC ANNAPOLIS, MO 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
Of f icers Enl isted Students C i  v i  l i ans 
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

2 0 0 725 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- - - - - - - - - - 

Off icers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enl isted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C iv i l i ans  -307 0 0 0 0 0 -307 
TOTAL -307 0 0 0 0 0 -307 

BASE POPULATION (Pr io r  t o  BRAC Action): 
Of f icers Enl is ted Students C iv i l i ans  ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

2 0 0 418 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
TO Base: NSUC CAROEROCK, 

1996 ---- 
Off icers 1 
Enl isted 0 
Students 0 
C iv i l i ans  10 
TOTAL 11 

MO 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
---- ---- ---- ---- - - - - - - - - - 

0 0 0 0 0 1 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
9 0 0 0 0 19 
9 0 0 0 0 20 

To Base: NSUC PHILADELPHIA, 
1996 
---- 

Of f icers 0 
Enl isted 0 
Students 0 
Civi  l ians 107 
TOTAL 107 

PA 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
---- ---- ---- ---- - - - - - - - - - 

0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

140 14 0 0 0 261 
140 14 0 0 0 26 1 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out o f  NSUC ANNAPOLIS, 
1996 1997 1998 1999 
---- ---- ---- ---- 

Off icers 1 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 
Civ i l ians 117 149 14 0 
TOTAL 118 149 14 0 

MO) : 
2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ----- 

0 0 1 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 280 
0 0 281 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

Of f icers 0 0 -1 0 0 0 -1 
Enl isted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ i l ians -6 - 98 -34 0 0 0 -138 
TOTAL -6 -98 -35 0 0 0 -139 

BASE POPULATION (Af ter  BRAC Action): 
Of f icers Enl isted Students Civi  l ians 
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

0 0 0 0 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 16:21 12/14/1994, Report Created 12:15 02/17/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi Le : P: \COBRA\OONE\NSUCAl R. CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi l e  : P:\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: NSWC CAROEROCK, MO 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Pr io r  to  BRAC Action): 
Of f icers Enl isted Students Civ i l ians ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

12 2 0 1,366 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
Fran Base: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, 

1996 ---- 
Of f icers 1 
Enl isted 0 
Students 0 
Ci v i  1 i ans 10 
TOTAL 11 

MD 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

0 0 0 0 0 1 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
9 0 0 0 0 19 
9 0 0 0 0 20 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( In to  NSWC CARDEROCK, MD) : 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

Of f icers 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Enl isted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civi  l ians 10 9 0 0 0 0 19 
TOTAL 11 9 0 0 0 0 20 

BASE POPULATION (Af ter  BRAC Action): 
Of f icers Eni isted Students Civ i l ians ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

13 2 0 1,385 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: NSUC PHILADELPHIA, PA 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Pr io r  t o  BRAC Action): 
Of f icers Enl isted Students Civi  l ians ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

6 11 0 1,498 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MO 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 
Of f icers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enl isted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civi  l ians 107 140 14 0 0 0 261 
TOTAL 107 140 14 0 0 0 26 1 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  NSWC PHILADELPHIA, 
1996 1997 1998 1999 ---- ---- ---- ---- 

Of f icers 0 0 0 0 
Enl isted 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 
C iv i l i ans  107 140 14 0 
TOTAL 107 140 14 0 

PA) : 
2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ----- 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 26 1 
0 0 26 1 

BASE POPULATION (Af ter  BRAC Action): 
Of f icers Enl isted Students Civi  l ians 
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

6 11 0 1,759 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As O f  16:21 12/14/1994, Report Created 12:15 02/17/1995 

Department :NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi l e  : P: \COBRA\OONE\NSUCAIR. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : P:\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: NRL, DC 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Pr io r  to  BRAC Action): 
Off icers Enl isted Students 
---------- ---------- ---------- 

371 285 0 

BASE POPULATION (Af ter  BRAC Action): 
Of f icers Enl isted Students ---------- ---------- ---------- 

371 285 0 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: LEASED SPACE, MD 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Pr io r  to  BRAC Action): 
Of f icers Enl isted Students ---------- ---------- ---------- 

0 0 0 

BASE POPULATION (A f te r  BRAC Action): 
Of f icers En l i sted Students 
---------- ---------- ---------- 

0 0 0 

Civ i l ians 
---------- 

3,201 

C iv i l i ans  ---------- 
3,201 

Civi  l ians 

0 

Civi  l ians 



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 116 
Data As Of 16:21 12/14/1994, Report Created 12:15 02/17/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi l e  : P:\COBRA\DoNE\NSUCAlR. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : P:\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

Rate 
---- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
Civ i l ians Moving ( the remainder) 
Civi  l i a n  Positions Avai lab le 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
Civ i l ians Available t o  Move 
C iv i l i ans  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs (the remainder) 

Total ----- 
280 
26 
13 
39 
15 

187 
93 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING I N  117 149 14 0 0 0 280 
Civi  l ians Moving 79 102 11 0 0 0 192 
New C iv i l i ans  Hired 3 8 4 7 3 0 0 0 8 8  
Other C i v i l i a n  Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 12 24 4 0 0 0 40 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 6 1 4 3 0 0 0 2 3  
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 4 59 20 0 0 0 83 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW H I R E S  3 8 4 7 3 0 0 0 8 8  

* Early Reti rments, Regular Retirements, Civi  l i a n  Turnover, and Civi  l ians Not 
Wi l l i ng  t o  Move are not applicable f o r  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

+ The Percentage o f  C iv i l i ans  Not W i l l i n g  t o  Move (Voluntary RIFs) varies f run 
base t o  base. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change o f  Station. The ra te  
o f  PPS placements involving a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~5 .08)  - Page 2/6 
Data As Of 16:21 12/14/1994, Report Created 12:15 02/17/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi Le : P: \cOBRA\OONE\NSUCAlR. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : P:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

Base: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MO Rate 
---- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civi  l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
CivsNotMoving(RIFs)*  6.00% 
C iv i l i ans  Moving (the remainder) 
Civi  Lian Positions Avai Lable 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFsI* 6.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
Civi  Lians Avai Lable t o  Move 
Civ i  l ians Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( the remainder) 

Total 
----- 

280 
26 
13 
39 
15 

187 
93 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Civi  Lians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
New C i  v i  1 ians H i  red 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other Civi  Lian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 12 24 4 0 0 0 40 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 6 1 4 3 0 0 0 2 3  
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 4 59 20 0 0 0 83 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and Civ i l ians Not 
W i l l i n g  t o  Move are not  applicable f o r  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change o f  Station. The ra te  
o f  PPS placements involving a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/6 
Data As O f  16:21 12/14/1994, Report Created 12:15 02/17/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi l e  : P: \COBRA\WNE\NSWCAIR. CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi Le : P:\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

Base: NSWC CARDEROCK, MD Rate 
---- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civi  l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFsI* 6.00% 
C iv i l i ans  Moving ( the remainder) 
C i v i l i a n  Positions Avai Lable 

Total ----- 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED ~ 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Early Retirement 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CivsNotMoving(RIFs)*  6.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C iv i l i ans  Available t o  Move 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
C iv i l i ans  Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs (the remainder) 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 1 0 9 0 0 0 0 1 9  
C iv i l i ans  Moving 1 0 9 0 0 0 0 1 9  
Nw Civ i l i ans  Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other C i v i l i a n  Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENT9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and Civi  Lians Not 
W i l l i n g  t o  Move are not appl icable fo r  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements involving a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 416 
Data As Of 16:21 12/14/1994, Report Created 12:15 02/17/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i l e  : P:\coBRA\OONE\NSUCA~R.CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi Le : P:\COBRA\N~~OBOF.SFF 

Base: NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA Rate 
---- 

C I V I L I A N  POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFsI* 6.00% 
C iv i l i ans  Moving ( the remainder) 
C i v i l i a n  Positions Available 

2001 Total - - - - - - - - - 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Early Retirement 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Regu Lar Reti rement 5.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civi  l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CivsNotMoving(RIFs)*  6.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
P r i o r i  ty  Placement# 60.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civi  Lians Avai Lable t o  Move 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civi  l ians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civi  Lian RIFs ( the remainder) 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING I N  107 140 14 0 0 0 261 
C iv i l i ans  Moving 69 93 11 0 0 0 173 
New Civ i  Lians Hired 3 8 4 7 3 0 0 0 8 8  
Other C i v i l i a n  Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 38 47 3 0 0 0 88 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civi  Lian Turnover, and Civi  Lians Not 
W i l l i n g  to Move are not  applicable f o r  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change o f  Station. The ra te  
o f  PPS placements involving a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5/6 
Data As O f  16:21 12/14/1994, Report Created 12:15 02/17/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i l e  : P:\COBRA\DONE\NSUCAlR.CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi l e  : P:\COBRA\N~~OBOF.SFF 

Base: NRL, OC Rate 
---- 

C I V I L I A N  POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regu Lar Reti rement* 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
CivsNotMoving(RIFs)*  6.00% 
Civi  Lians Moving ( the remainder) 
Civi  l i a n  Positions Avai lable 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C i  v i  l i an Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
Civi  Lians Avai Lable t o  Move 
Civi  Lians Moving 
Civi  Lian RIFs ( the remainder) 

C I V I L I A N  POSITIONS REALIGNING I N  
C iv i l i ans  Moving 
New Civi  Lians Hired 
Other Civi  l i a n  Additions 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 

Total 
----- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C iv i l i ans  Not 
W i l l i n g  t o  Move are not  applicable for  roves under f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change o f  Station. The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements involving a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6/6 
Oata As Of 16:21 12/14/1994, Report Created 12:15 02/17/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i  l e  : P:\COBRA\DONE\NSWCA~R. CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi l e  : P:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

Base: LEASE0 SPACE, MO Rate 
---- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover* 1 5.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFsI* 0.00% 
Civi  l ians Moving ( the remainder) 
Civi  l i a n  Positions Avai lab le 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATE0 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Ci v i  1 i an Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFsI* 0.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C iv i l i ans  Avai lable t o  Move 
Civi  l ians Moving 
Civi  Lian RIFs ( the remainder) 

Total 
----- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Civi  Lians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
New Civ i  Lians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other C i v i l i a n  Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 ~ 0 ~ 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C iv i l i ans  Not 
Wi l l i ng  t o  Move are not appl icable fo r  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change o f  Station. The ra te  
o f  PPS placements involving a PCS i s  50.00% 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1118 
Data As O f  16:21 12/14/1994, Report Created 12:15 02/17/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi l e  : P: \COBRA\DONE\NSUCA~ R. CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi Le : P:\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS ----- ($a----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

O&M 
C I V  SALARY 
Civ RIF 
Civ Retire 

C I V  MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Hi les 
Home Purch 
HHG 
M i  sc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
R I T A  

FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Dr iv ing 

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdcun 
New Hire 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL W I N G  

Per Diem 
POV M i  les 
HHG 
Misc 

OTHER 
E l i m  PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Env i ronmen t a  1 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 1 

;?001 Total ----- 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/'18 
Data As Of 16:21 12/14/1994, Report Created 12:15 02/17/19!?5 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi Le : P: \cOBRA\OONE\NSWCA~R. CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi Le : P: \COBRA\N95DBOF. SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 1997 1998 1999 ZOO0 2001 
----- ($K)-----  ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

Total 
----- 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 FAM HOUSE OPS 0 0 0 0 0 0 
WM 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A 1 low 

OTH ER 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COST 15,599 9,316 2,506 1,087 1 ,087 1,087 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
----- ($K) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 

WM 
1 -Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envi ronmenta 1 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota l 
----- 

RECURRINGSAVES ----- ($K) ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 

Total ----- 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

House A1 Low 12 12 12 12 12 12 
'JTHER 
Procurement 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mission 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recur 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 595 6,311 13,616 15,614 15,614 15,614 

TOTAL SAVINGS 595 6,311 13,616 15,614 15,614 15,614 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/18 
Data As Of 16:21 12/14/1994, Report Created 12:15 02/17/1'395 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi l e  : P:\COBRA\OONE\NSWCAlR. CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi Le : P:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

ONE-TIME NET 
----- (SKI----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i  L Hoving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envi ronmenta L 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 
----- 

RECURRING NET ----- (SKI----- 

FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPM4 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i  1 Salary 
House AL lw 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total ----- 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

TOTAL NET COST 15,004 3,005 -11,110 -14,527 -14,527 -14,527 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4/18 
Data As Of 16:21 12/14/1994, Report Created 12:15 02/17/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi Le : P:\COBRA\DONE\NSUCAlR. CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi Le : P:\COBRA\N950BOF.SFF 

Base: NSUC ANNAPOLIS. MD 
ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 ----- ($K,----- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 0 
Fam Housing 0 
Land Purch 0 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 128 
Civ Ret i re  59 

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 257 
POV Miles 1 
Home Purch 784 
HHG 440 
M i  sc 48 
House Hunt 155 
PPS 58 
RITA 349 

FREIGHT 
Packing 20 
Freight 85 
Vehicles 0 
Dr iv ing 0 

Unemployment 19 
OTHER 

Program Plan 916 
Shutdown 232 
New H i  res 0 
1-Time Move 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per Diem 0 
POV H i  les 0 
HHG 0 
M i  sc 0 

OTHER 
Elim PCS 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
Envi ronmenta 1 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 
1-Time Other 15 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 3,568 

Tota 1 
----- 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 5/18 
Data As Of 16:21 12/14/1994, Report Created 12:15 02/17/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi l e  : P: \COBRA\WNE\NSWCAl R. CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi l e  : P:\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

Base: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MO 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 ----- ($K) ----- ---- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 
O&M 
RPMA 0 
00s 0 
Unique Opera t 0 
Civ Salary 0 
CHAMPUS 0 
Caretaker 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 0 
En1 Salary 0 
House A1 11% 0 

OTHER 
Mission 0 
Misc Recur 0 
Unique Other 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 

Total 
----- 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

ONE-TIME SAVES ----- ($K) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 

o&M 
1-Time Move 

M I L  PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envi ronrnental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRI NGSAVES 
----- (SKI  ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A l l w  

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 ----- 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6/18 
Data As Of 16:21 12/14/1994, Report Created 12:15 02/17/1595 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi  Le : P:\COBRA\OONE\NSWCA~R.CBR 
Std Fct rs  Fi  Le : P: \COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

Base: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MO 
ONE-TIME NET 1996 1997 1998 
----- ( S K I  ----- ---- ---- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 0 0 0 
Fam Housing 0 0 0 

O&M 
Civ Ret i r IRIF 187 417 84 
Civ Moving 2,199 3,943 71 2 
Other 1,167 1,193 616 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i  L Moving 0 0 4 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 0 
Envi ronmen t a  1 0 0 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 0 0 
1-Time Other 15 0 0 
Land 0 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 3,568 5,553 1,417 

RECURRING NET 1996 1997 1998 ----- (SKI ----- ---- ---- ---- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 0 0 
a n  

RPMA -379 -1,544 -2,549 
BOS -40 -1,747 -4,399 
Unique Operat 0 0 0 
Caretaker 0 0 0 
Civ Salary -164 -3,008 -6,618 

CHAMPUS 0 0 0 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i  1 Salary 0 0 -38 
House ALLOW -12 -12 -12 

OTHER 
Procurement 0 0 0 
Mission 0 0 0 
Misc Recur 0 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR. -595 -6,311 -13,616 

TOTAL NET COST 2,973 -758 -12,200 

Tota l  
----- 

Tota 1 ----- 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7/18 
Data As Of 16:21 12/14/1994, Report Created 12:15 02/17/1'?95 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi l e  : P:\cOBRA\OONE\NSWCAlR. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : P:\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

Base: NSWC CAROEROCK, MO 
ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 
----- ($K) ----- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 8,000 
Fam Housing 0 
Land Purch 0 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 0 
Civ Ret i re  0 

C I V  MOVING 
Per Diem 0 
POV Miles 0 
Home Purch 0 
HHG 0 
Misc 0 
House Hunt 0 
PPS 0 
RITA 0 

FREIGHT 
Packing 0 
Freight 0 
Vehicles 0 
Dr iv ing 0 

Unemp Loyment 0 
OTHER 

Program Plan 0 
Shutdown 0 
New Hires 0 
1-Time Move 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per Diem 0 
POV M i  Les 0 
HHG 0 
M i  sc 0 

OTHER 
E L i m  PCS 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
Envi ronmen ta  l 125 
I n f o  Manage 0 
I - T i m e  Other 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 8,125 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 8/18 
Data As Of 16:21 12/14/1994, Report Created 12:15 02/77/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi l e  : P: \COBRA\DONE\NSWCAl R. CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi l e  : P: \COBRA\N9SDBOF. SFF 

Base: NSWC CARDEROCK, MD 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 
----- (SKI----- ---- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 
O&M 
RPMA 0 
BOS 112 
Unique Operat 0 
Civ Salary 0 
CHAMPUS 0 
Caretaker 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 0 
En1 Salary 0 
House A1 Low 13 

OTHER 
Mission 0 
Misc Recur 0 
Unique Other 0 

TOTAL RECUR 112 

Total 
----- 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

30 
203 

0 
0 
0 
0 

TOTAL COSTS 8,250 2,616 247 247 247 i!47 

ONE-TIME SAVES ----- (SKI ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 

o&M 
1-Time Hove 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i  1 Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Env i ronmen t a  1 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total ----- 

RECURRINGSAVES ----- ($K)----- 

FAM HOUSE OPS 
o&M 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A L  low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total ----- 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 9/18 
Data As Of 16:21 12/14/1994, Report Created 12:15 02/17/1!J95 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi l e  : P: \COBRA\OONE\NSUCAIR.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i  Le : P: \COBRA\N95OBOF. SFF 

Base: NSWC CARDEROCK, MO 
ONE-TIME NET 
----- 1996 

( $ K ) - - - - -  ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 8,000 
Fam Housing 0 

O&M 
Civ Retir /RIF 0 
Civ Moving 0 
Other 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i  1 Moving 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
Envi ronmen ta  1 125 
I n f o  Manage 0 
1-Time Other 0 
Land 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 8,125 

Total 
----- 

RECURRING NET ----- ($K) ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i  1 Salary 
House A1 LCW 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total ----- 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

TOTAL NET COST 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 10/18 
Data As Of 16:21 12/14/1994, Report Created 12:15 02/17/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi l e  : P:\COBRA\OONE\NSWCA~R. CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi Le : P: \COBRA\N95DBOF. SFF 

Base: NSWC PHILADEL 
ONE-TIME COSTS ----- (SKI ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

o&M 
C I V  SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ Ret i re  

C I V  MOVING 
Per Oiem 
POV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 
M i  sc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Driving 

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdcwn 
New Hires 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per Oiem 
POV Miles 
HHG 
Misc 

OTHER 
E l i m  PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envi ronmen ta  1 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 
----- 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 11/18 
Data As Of 16:21 12/14/1994, Report Created 12:15 02/17/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi l e  : P: \COBRA\OONE\NSWCA~R. CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi Le : P:\COBRA\N~~OBOF.SFF 

Base: NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 ----- ($K)----- ---- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 
O&M 
RPMA 0 
BOS 134 
Unique Opera t 0 
Civ Salary 0 
CHAMPUS 0 
Caretaker 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 0 
En1 Salary 0 
House Allow 0 

OTHER 
Mission 0 
M i  sc Recur 0 
Unique Other 0 

TOTAL RECUR 134 

Total 
----- 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

ONE-TIME SAVES ----- (SKI ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envi romen ta  l 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total ----- 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

Total ----- 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

RECURRINGSAVES ----- (SKI ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A1 low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Beyond ------ 
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 12/18 
Data As O f  16:21 12/14/1994, Report Created 12:15 02/17/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Opt ion  Package : NSUC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi l e  : P: \COBRA\OONE\NSWCAlR. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : P:\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

Base: NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 
ONE-TIME NET 1996 
----- (SKI----- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 0 
Fam Housing 0 

O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 0 
Civ Moving 0 
Other 0 

M I L  PERSONNEL 
M i  1 Moving 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
Env i ronmenta L 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 
1-Time Other 3,647 
Land 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 3,647 

Total 
----- 

RECURRING NET 
----- (SKI ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
o& M 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i  1 Salary 
House A1 lw 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
----- 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

0 
319 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

521 
0 

840 

840 TOTAL NET COST 3,781 1 ,046 843 840 840 840 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL  REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 13/18 
Data As Of 16:21 12/14/1994, Report Created 12: 15 02/17/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi l e  : P: \COBRA\OONE\NSWCAl R. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : P:\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

Base: NRL, OC 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
----- ($K) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

O&M 
C I V  SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ Ret i re  

CIV MOVING 
Per Oiem 
POV Miles 
Hane Purch 
HHG 
M i  sc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Dr iv ing 

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New H i  res 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per Oiem 
POV Miles 
HHG 
M i  sc 

OTHER 
ELim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envi ronmenta 1 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 
----- 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 14/18 
Data As Of 16:21 12/14/1994, Report Created 12:15 02/17/1905 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi Le : P: \COBRA\DONE\NSWCAlR. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : P:\COBRA\N~~OBOF.SFF 

Base: NRL, DC 
RECURRINGCOSTS 
----- C$K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A1 Low 

OTHER 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COSTS 0 100 0 0 0 0 

ONE-TIME SAVES ----- (SKI ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Farn Housing 

O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i  1 Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envi ronmenta 1 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRI NGSAVES 
----- (SK) ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
RPM4 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total ----- 
0 

Total ----- 

Total 
----- 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 15/18 
Data As Of 16:21 12/14/1994, Report Created 12:15 02/17/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi Le : P: \COBRA\OONE\NSUCA1R. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : P:\COBRA\N~~DBOF.SFF 

Base: NRL, OC 
ONE-TIME NET ----- (SKI----- 

CONSTRUCTION 
M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 

o&M 
Civ Ret i r lRIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i  1 Moving 

OTHER 
HAP I RSE 
Envi ronmenta L 
I n f o  Manage 
I-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota L 
----- 

RECURRING NET ----- (SKI ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
o&M 
RPHA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i  1 Salary 
House AI Low 

OTHER 
Pmurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total ----- 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
D 
0 
0 

TOTAL NET COST 0 100 0 0 0 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 16/18 
Data As Of 16:21 12/14/1994, Report Created 12:15 02/17/1995 

Oepartmen t : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi l e  : P:\COBRA\DONE\NSWCAlR.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : P:\COBRA\N~SOBOF.SFF 

Base: LEASED SPACE, 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
----- ($K) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ Ret i re  

CIV MOVING 
Per Oiem 
POV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Driving 

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New Hires 
1-Time Hove 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per Oiem 
POV M i  les 
HHG 
M i  sc 

OTHER 
Elim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envi ronmental 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 
----- 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 17/18 
Data As O f  16:21 12/14/1994, Report Created 12:15 02/17/15'95 

Oepar tmen t : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi l e  : P: \COBRA\OONE\NSUCAl R. CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi l e  : P:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

Base: LEASED SPACE, 
RECURRINGCOSTS 
----- ($K) - - - - -  

FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A1 low 

OTHER 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COSTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 

ONE-TIME SAVES ----- ($K) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
1-Time Hove 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i  1 Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Env i romen t a  1 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRI NGSAVES 
----- (SKI ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
ObM 

RPM 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total Beyond ----- ------ 
0 0 

Total ----- 

Total ----- 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

Beyond ------ 
0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.081 - Page 18/18 
Data As O f  16:21 12/14/1994, Report Created 12:15 02/17/1!,95 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi Le : P: \COBRA\OONE\NSWCA~R. CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi Le : P: \COBRA\N95OBOF. SFF 

Base: LEASED SPACE, MO 
ONE-TIME NET 1996 
----- (SKI  ----- ---- 
CONSTRUCT ION 

M I  LCON 0 
Fam Housing 0 

O&M 
Civ Retir lRIF 0 
Civ Moving 0 
Other 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i  1 Moving 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
Envi ronmenta L 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 
1-Time Other 0 
Land 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 

Total 
----- 

RECURRING NET 
----- ($K) ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
o&M 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Salary 
House A 1  low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
----- 

0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

TOTAL NET COST 0 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 16:21 12/14/1994, Report Created 12:15 02/17/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi Le : P:\coBRA\oONE\NSWCA~R.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i  l e  : P: \COBRA\N95OBOF. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

MdeL does Time-Phasing o f  Cons t ruc t ion /Shu td~ :  Yes 

Base Name Strategy: 
- - - - - - - - - ---- - ---- 
NSUC ANNAPOLIS, MO Closes i n  FY 1998 
NSWC CARDEROCK, MD Rea L i gmen t 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA Rea 1 i gnmen t 
NRL, OC Rea 1 i gnmen t 
LEASE0 SPACE, MO Realignment 

CLOSE NSWC Det ANNAPOLIS, INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE). CONSOLIDATE 
AT NSWC PHILAOELPHIA. RELOCATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 

SCENARIO 03% 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: ---------- 
NSUC ANNAPOLIS, MD 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MO 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 
NSUC ANNAPOLIS, MD 

To Base: 
- - - - - - - - 
NSWC CAROEROCK, MD 
NSWC PHI LADELPHIA, PA 
NRL, OC 
LEASED SPACE, MD 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers fmn NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MO t o  NSWC CAROEROCK, MD 

Off icer  Positions: 
Enl isted Positions: 
Civi  Lian Positions: 
Student Positions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 
M i l i t a r y  Light Vehicles: 
HeavyJSpecial Vehicles: 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MO t o  NSWC PHILAOELPHIA, PA 

Of f icer  Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
C iv i l i an  Positions: 
Student Positions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 
M i l i t a r y  Light Vehicles: 
HeavyJSpecial Vehicles: 

Di stance: - - - - - - - - - 
41 m i  

123 mi 
34 m i  
5 m i  



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  16:21 12/14/1994, Report Created 12:15 02/17/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi Le : P: \COBRA\DONE\NSWCAlR. CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi l e  : P:\coBRA\N~~OBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NSUC ANNAPOLIS, MD to  NRL, OC 

1996 1997 1998 
---- ---- ---- 

Of f i ce r  Positions: 0 0 0 
Enl isted Positions: 0 0 0 
Civi  l i a n  Positions: 0 0 0 
Student Positions: 0 0 0 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 0 49 0 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons : 0 0 0 
M i  li ta ry  Light Vehicles: 0 0 0 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 0 0 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MO t o  LEASED SPACE, MD 

1996 1997 1998 ---- ---- ---- 
Of f i ce r  Positions: 0 0 0 
Enl isted Positions: 0 0 0 
Civi  Lian Positions: 0 0 0 
Student Positions: 0 0 0 
M i  ssn Eqpt (tons) : 0 10 0 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 0 0 0 
M i l i t a r y  Light Vehicles: 0 0 0 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 0 0 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees: 
Total Enl isted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing On Base: 
C iv i l i ans  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Units Avail: 
Enl isted Housing Units Avai 1: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF1: 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
Enl isted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

Name: NSWC CAROEROCK, MD 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees: 
Total Enl isted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civi  l i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing On Base: 
C iv i l i ans  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Units Avail: 
Enl isted Housing Units Avai 1: 
Tota l  Base F a c i l i  ties(KSF1: 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
Enl isted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi le ) :  

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami l y  Hwsing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Vi s i  t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  W i c a r e :  
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Hanecmer Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami l y  Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ N i s i  t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
Ac t i v i  t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In fona t ion :  



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As O f  16:21 12/14/1994. Report Created 12:15 02/17/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi l e  : P: \coBRA\DoNE\NSWCA~R. CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi Le : P:\COBRA\N~~DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA, PA 

Total Of f icer  Employees: 
Total Enl isted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civi  Lian Employees: 
M i  l Fami l i e s  L iv ing On Base: 
C iv i l i ans  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f icer  Housing Units Avail: 
Enl isted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facitities(KSF1: 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
Enl isted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi le):  

Name: NRL, DC 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees: 
Total Enl isted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
M i  l Fami l i e s  L iv ing On Base: 
Civ i  1 ians Not W i  L L ing To Hove: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Units Avail: 
Enl isted Housing Units Avai 1: 
Total Base Facil it ies(KSF1: 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
Enl isted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

Name: LEASED SPACE, MD 

Total Of f icer  Employees: 0 
Total Enl isted Employees: 0 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total C i v i l i a n  Employees: 0 
M i  L Fami l i e s  L iv ing On Base: 0.0% 
Civi  Lians Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 0.0% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enl isted Housing Units Avai 1: 0 
Total Base FaciLities(KSF1: 0 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 3 28 
Enl isted VHA ( b l b n t h ) :  291 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 110 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi le):  0.07 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Comnunications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ N i s i  t ) :  
CHAMPUS Sh i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
C m n i c a t i o n s  ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Cunnunications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami Ly Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Sh i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

0 
0.0% 

LOCLMD 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As Of 16:21 12/14/1994, Report Created 12:15 02/17/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi Le : P: \cOBRA\OONE\NSWCA~ R. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : P:\cOBRA\N~~OBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MO 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost (SKI: 
1-Time Moving Save (SKI: 
Env Non-Mi [Con Reqd($K) : 
Act iv  Mission Cost ($I(): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save (SKI: 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI : 
Construction Schedule(%): 
shutdown Schedule (XI: 
M i  LCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF): 

Name: NWC CAROEROCK, MO 

1-Time Unique Cost (SKI: 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
1-Time Moving Cost (SKI: 
1-Time Moving Save (SKI: 
Env Non-Mi 1- Reqd($K) : 
Act i v  Mission Cost ($K): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save (SKI: 
Misc Recurring Cost($K) : 
Misc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI: 
Construction Schedule(%): 
shutdown Schedule (XI: 
M i  [Con Cost Avoidnc(SK1: 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 
FaciL Shutk+m(KSF): 

Name: NSWC PHILADELPHIA, 

1-Time Unique Cost (SKI: 
1-Time Unique Save (SKI: 
1-Time Moving Cost (SKI: 
1-Time Moving Save (SKI: 
Env Non-Mi LCon Reqd($K): 
4c t i v  Mission Cost (SK): 
Act iv  Mission Save (SKI: 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI: 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (XI: 
M i  [Con Cost Avoidnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc (SKI : 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK1: 
CHAMPUS In-IJatients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---- 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
OX OX OX OX 
OX OX OX OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Fami Ly Housing ShutDom: 

0 0 0 0 
Pert Family Housing ShutLbm: 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

521 521 521 521 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
OX OX OX OX 
OX OX OX OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Fami l y  Housing ShutDom: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As Of 16:21 12/14/1994, Report Created 12:15 02/17/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi Le : P: \COBRA\OONE\NSWCAlR.CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi Le : P: \COBRA\N95OBOF. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NRL. OC 
1996 
---- 

1-Time Unique Cost (SKI: 0 
1-Time Unique Save (SKI: 0 
1-Time Moving Cost (SKI: 0 
1-Time Moving Save (SKI: 0 
Env Non-Mi [Con Reqd (SKI : 0 
Act iv  Mission Cost (SKI: 0 
Act iv  Mission Save ($K): 0 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 0 
Misc Recurring Save($KI : 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI: 0 
Construction Schedule(%): OX 
Shutdam Schedule (XI: OX 
M i  LCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 0 
Procurement Avoidnc (SKI : 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 
Faci 1 ShutRnm(KSF1: 0 

Name: LEASE0 SPACE, MO 

1-Time Unique Cost (SKI: 
1-Time Unique Save (SKI: 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save (SKI: 
Env Non-Mi [Con Reqd ($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost (SKI: 
Ac t i v  Mission Save (SKI: 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdam Schedule (XI : 
M i  LCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoidnc ($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-PatientsIYr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Faci 1 ShutDcw(KSF) : 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---- 

100 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
OX OX OX OX 
OX OX OX OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Fami l y  Housing ShutRnm: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---- 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
OX OX OX OX 
OX OX OX OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDM: 

!NPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS. MD 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
En 1 Force St ruc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Force Struc Change: -307 0 0 0 0 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
O f f  Scenario Change: 0 0 -1 0 0 
En 1 Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
C i  v Scenario Change: -6 -98 -34 0 0 
O f f  Change(No Sal Save) : 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - M i  1 i tary: 0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - Civi  l ian: 0 0 0 0 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6 
Data As Of 16:21 12/14/1994, Report Created 12:15 02/17/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i  l e  : P: \COBRA\DDNE\NSWCAl R. CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi l e  : P:\coBRA\N~~DBOF. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC CARDEROCK, MD 

Description Categ NewMilCon RehabMilCon TotalCost($K) 
------------ ----- ---------- ------------ -------------- 
Materials & Process. ROT&€ 10,000 0 1,000 
MFL & MSF ROT&E 8,400 0 7,000 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Off icers Married: 71.70% 
Percent Enlisted Married: 60.10% 
Enl isted Housing M i  [Con: 98.00% 
Of f i ce r  Salary ($/Year): 76.781 -00 
O f f  BAQ w i th  Dependents($): 7,925.00 
Enl isted Salary($/Year): 33,178.00 
En1 BAQ w i th  Dependents($) : 5,251 .OO 
Avg Unemploy Cost ($/Week) : 174.00 
Unemployment E l i g i b i  Lity(Weeks1: 18 
Civ i l ianSalary($/Year) :  54,694.00 
Civ i  l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
Civ i  l i a n  Early Ret i re  Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Regular Ret i re  Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF Fi l e  Oesc: NAVY DBOF BRAC95 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Bui lding SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs population): 0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF/Care): 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF1: 294.00 
Avg Fami Ly Quarters(SF) : 1.00 
APPOET. RPT I n f  l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ Early Ret i re  Pay Factor: 9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.00% 
C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ($1: 28,800.00 
C i v i l i a n  New Hire Cost($): 0.00 
Nat Median Home Price($): 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22.385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191.00 
C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Hanecmer Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Hanecmer Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New M i  [Con Cost: 
I n f o  Management Account: 
MilCon Design Rate: 
M i  lCon SIOH Rate: 
M i  LCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
M i  LCon S i t e  Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPTIRO1: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Yaterial/Assigned Person(Lb1: 710 
HHG Per O f f  Family (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHG Per Enl Family (Lb): 9,000.00 
HHG Per M i l  Single (Lb): 6,400.00 
HHG Per Civi  l i a n  (Lb): 18,000.00 
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass M i  Le): 0.20 
MiscExp ($/Direct Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
M i  1 Light Vehicle($/Mi Le): 0.31 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle($/Mi le):  3.38 
WV Reimbursement($/Mi le): 0.18 
Avg M i l  Tour Length (Years): 4.17 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour): 3,763.00 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost($): 4,527.00 
One-TimeEnl PCSCost($): 1,403.00 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7 
Data As Of 16:21 12/14/1994, Report Created 12:15 02/17/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi Le : P:\coBRA\DONE\NSWCA~R. CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi l e  : P: \CoBRA\N95DBOF. SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category - - - - - - - - 
Horizontal 
Waterfront 
A i r Operations 
Opera t i ona 1 
Administrative 
School Bui Ldings 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Fami Ly Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining F a c i l i t i e s  
Recreation Faci L i t i e s  
CamKlnications Faci 1 
Shipyard Maintenance 
ROT & E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Amnunition Storage 
Medical F a c i l i t i e s  
Envi rotmental 

(LF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(EA) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(BL) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
( 

Category UM - - - - - - - - -- 
Optional Category A ( 
Optional Category B ( 
Optional Category C ( 
Optional Category D ( 
Optional Category E ( 
Optional Category F ( 
Optional Category G ( 
Optional Category H ( 1 
Optional Category I ( 1 
Optional Category J ( 1 
Optional Category K ( ) 
Optional Category L ( 
Optional Category M ( 
OptionalCategoryN ( 
Optional Category 0 ( 1 
OptionalCategoryP ( 
Optional Category Q ( 1 
Optional Category R ( 



CWRA REALIGWYNT S U M M Y  (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 16:45 06/20/1995, Report Cruted 11:32 06/21/19!)5 

D I p s r t m t  : YAW 
Option P.ck.0. : YSUC ANNAPOLIS A l t  4 
Scrnrrio F i  1. : C:\#IBRA%\NAW\DBCRC\NsuCAlR4.W 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COQRA%\NAVY\N95DW.SFF 

Starting Y w  : 19% 
Fin81 Year : 2001 
ROI  Year : 2- (4 Yurs) 

NPV f n 2015(%): -57,428 
l-Tim Coet(%): 55,569 

Net Costs (SK) Contnt Dollars 
19% 1997 
---* ---. 

M i  LCon 8, OOo 0 
P e r m  43 -1,063 
Overhd 1 ,a 839 
Moving 2,169 
Missio 0 

3,425 
0 

Other 9,787 11,723 

TOTAL 21,283 14,925 4,626 -5,125 -5,962 -7,617 

1996 ---- 
WSITlOWS ELIMINATED 

O f f  0 
En1 0 
Civ 6 
TOT 6 

POSlTlOLlS REALIGNED 
O f f  1 
Enl 0 
Stu 0 
Civ 116 
TOT 117 

knarry : -------- 
CLOSE NrYC Det AYIIAPOLIS, INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE). COWSOLIDATE 
AT NEUC PNIUDELPWIA. RELOCATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 

Total ----- 
8,000 

-21,111 
-8,369 
7,097 

0 
36,513 

Total - - - - -  

THIS IS A COWISSIOY MODIFIED COBRA TO CORRECT WS YQY-PAYROCL COSTS FOR 
NSUC ANNAPOLIS AN0 YEUC PHIUDELPHIA. WGES RPM & BOS NON-PAYROLL TO 
WTCN W11 REVISED SlWISSlW. CHANGES mClsER OF PERS ELIMINATED AND REMIWED. 



OWRA REALIGNMENT WmARY (COBRA ~5.08) - Page U 2  
Data As Of 16:45 06/20/1995, Roport Created 1132 06/21/19!)5 

Departvnt r YAW 
Option Pack- : Y#K: AYIIAPOLIS A l t  4 
scenario Fi 10 : C:\~IU%\YAW\DBCRCU1#ICAlR4.Csll 
Std Fctra Fi le  : C:\CmRA05WWU95090f.SFF 

Costs (tw) C o n t n t  Dallars 
19% ---- 1007 ---- 

Wilcon 8,OOo 0 
Parson 219 371 
Overhd 1,687 3,017 
Woving 2,169 3,425 
Missio 0 0 
Other 9,787 11,723 

TOTAL 21,862 18,536 

Savings (SIC) C o n t n t  Do1 tars 
19% - * * - 1997 ----  

M i  1Cm 0 0 
Person 176 
Overhd 

1 ,a 
403 2,177 

Moving 0 0 
Mirsio 0 0 
0th.r 0 0 

TOTAL 579 3,611 

Total ----- 
8,000 

806 
15,150 
7,097 

0 
36,513 

67,566 

Total ----- 
0 

21,917 
23,519 

0 
0 
0 

45,435 

Beyond ------ 
0 
13 

2,302 
0 
0 
0 

2,316 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

6,597 
6,260 

0 
0 
0 

12,857 



COORA REALIGNMENT m Y  (COORA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 1/2 
Data As O f  16:45 06/20/1995, R . p o r t  C r u t d  17:00 06/20/1%5 

Depnrtunt : YAW 
Option P u k e  : Y#IC AY(UWL1S A l t  4 
Scrnrrio F i l e  : C:\CWU95WWWC\YSUCAlR4.CBR 
Std F c t n  F i l e  : C:\COPRA95\NAW\N95000F.SFF 

Starting Y e a r  t 1996 
Fiml Y u r  : 2001 
ROI Year : X-iate 

W i n  H)lS(U(): -84,490 
1-1 ir Coot<U()r 25,599 

N8t Corts (SU) Contmt  Dollars 
1996 1997 ---- -- - - 

M i  lcon 8,000 0 
permon 43 -1,063 
OVUM 1 ,ZQ1S 839 
w i n g  2,169 
Wiasio 

3,425 
0 0 

0 t h ~  3,793 2,732 

Total ----- 
8, OOo 

-21,111 
-8,369 
7,097 

0 
6,543 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

-6,584 
-3,958 

0 
0 
0 

TOTAL 15,269 5,934 -4,365 -7,123 -7,960 -9,615 -7,840 -10,541 

1996 1997 1996 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- - ---  ---- ---- ---- - ----  
POSlTiWS ELIMINATED 

Qff 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ 6 40 41 7 8 17 119 
TOT 6 40 42 7 8 17 120 

POSITIOWS REALIUlED 
O f f  1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ 116 151 18 8 6 0 299 
TOT 117 151 18 8 6 0 300 

Sllrury : ---.---- 
CLOSE Y#K: D.t -IS, INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE). COUaIDATE 
AT NSUC PNIl&ELPNIA. RELOCATE SLECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 

THIS  I S  A COlllStION llQOIFIED CWU TO #IRRECT BOS NW-PAYRML WSTS FOR 
NSUC ANWAWCIS AND N S W  PHI WELPHIA. CHANGES W M  & BOS YOW-PAYROLL TO 
MATCH DON REVISED SWHISSIOH. C W S  N W E R  OF PERS ELIMINATED AND REALIGUED. 



COBRA REALIGNMENT S W Y  (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 1/2 
D a t a  A s  O f  16:57 06/17/1995, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  17:03 06/17/1995 

Depar tmen t  : NAW 
O p t i o n  Package  : NSUC ANNAPOLIS ~ l t  2 
S c e n a r i o  F i  la : C:\COBRA95\NAW\DBCRC\NSUCAlR2.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\NAW\N95DBOF.SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Y e a r  : 1996 
F i n e l y e a r  :2001 
ROI Year  : I R R e d i a t e  

N e t  C o o t s  (SKI C o n s t a n t  D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 ---- - - - -  

M i  icon 8,000 0 
P e r s o n  43 -1,575 
O v e r h d  1,151 377 
m o v i n g  2,169 3,479 
M i a s i o  0 0 
O t h e r  3,787 2,723 

TOTAL 15,151 5,003 

1 996 1997 ----  - - - -  
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

O f f  0 0 
EnL 0 0 
C i v  6 60 
TOT 6 60 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  1 0 
En1 0 0 
Stu 0 0 
C i v  116 145 
TOT 117 145 

Beyond ------ 
0 

-7,623 
-4,378 

0 
0 
0 

T o t a l  - - - - -  

CLOSE NSUC D e t  ANNAWLIS, INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE). CONSOLIDATE 
AT NSUC PHILADELPHIA. RELOCATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 

THIS I S  A C W I S S I O W  MCOIFIED COBRA TO CORRECT BOS NOW-PAYROLL COSTS FOR 
NSUC ANNAPOLIS AND NSUC PHI LADELPHI A. CHANGES NUMBER OF PERSONNEL ELIMINATED 
AND REALIGNED. 



D e p r r t r n t  : YAW 
O p t i o n  Package : Y#C -1s A l t  4 
Scnrr io F i l e  : CX\CWRA~~\NAW\DOCRCV~SUCA~R~.COI 
S t d  F t t n  F i l e  : C ; ~ % W A W U % l M W . S F F  

S t a r t i n g  Y w r  : 1996 
F i n D l  Y o u  : ZOO1 
R01 Y u r  : ZOOI (3 Y..rs) 

kt coat. (SKI Con* 
1- ---- 

H i  icon a,ooo 
Person  43 
Overhd 
Hoving 

I,= 
2,149 

m i u i o  0 
O t h e r  9,787 

TOTAL 21,- 14,925 4,626 -5,125 -5,962 -7,617 

1996 - - - - 
WSITIOLlS ELIHINATED 

O f f  0 
En1 0 
Civ 6 
TOT 6 

W S I T I W S  REALIUED 
O f f  1 
En1 0 
stu 0 
Civ 116 
TOT 117 

aamry: -------- 
CLOSE MWC D O ~  AYYAPOLIS, INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (MIKE SITE). COYSOLIDATE 
AT MEYC )MI W L P H I A .  RELOCATE SELECTED FACI L I T I E S  TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 

T o t a l  ----- 
a,oo0 

-21,111 
-8,369 
7,097 

0 
36,513 

T o t a l  ----- 

THIS I S  A C a m I S S l W  IIQ)IFIED COBRA TO CORRECT WI YOY-PAYROLL COSTS FOR 
MSUC WNAPOLIS AND MSUC PHILADELPHIA. C W G E S  lPllA L BOS W-PAYROLL TO 
wen WY REVISED SUUISSI~. CWGES YU~OER OF PERS ELIMINATED ~ l ~ t  REALIGNED. 



Dep8rtnnt : YAW 
Option Packam : AYIIAWCIS A l t  4 
~ c m r r i o  F i l e  : C:\COBRA%\UWWBCRCWEYUlR4.- 
Std Fctrr  F i l e  : C : W % W W \ N ~ U ) B O F . S F F  

Cortr CSK) Contnt D o l l a m  
1996 ---- lW7 ----  

Hi LCon 8,OOo 0 
Person 219 371 
Overhd 1,687 3,017 
)loving 2,169 
Hirsio 

3,125 
0 0 

Other 9,m 11,723 

TOTAL 21,662 18,536 

S8vinm CSK) Contnt Dollar8 
19% lW7 ---. --.- 

Hi lcon 0 0 
p e r m  176 1 ,a 
Overhd 403 2,177 
Nowing 0 0 
Hiasio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 57V 3,611 

Total ----- 
8,000 

806 
15,150 
7,097 

0 
36,513 

Total 
* - - - -  

0 
21,917 
23,519 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond 



NET PRESENT VALUES REWlT (COBRA 6.08)  
Data A. Of 16:45 01/20/199S, R q m r t  Cre8t.d 18:W W20/1995 

DepBrtmt : YAW 
Option P8ckrq. : YWt AYYAWLIS ALt  4 
Scwvrio Fi Le x C : \ C C U R A % W W \ D O C R C ~ l l i . C Y  
Std Fctrs File : C:\mpp.95WWW05DBOF.SFF 

Adjutd  COWS) ------------.-.- 
20,996,678 
14,329,602 
4,322,491 

-4,660,855 
-5,276,762 
-6,561,005 
-8,837,241 
-8,600,721 
-8,370,531 
-8,146,502 
-7,928,469 
-7,716,272 
-7,509,754 
-7,=,763 
-7,113,151 
-6,922,775 
-6,737,4% 
-6,557,172 
-6,381,675 
-6,210,876 



TOTAL WE-TI)(E COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Pqp 1/6 
Data As Of 16:45 06/20/1995, Report C r u t e d  18:CO 06/20/1995 

Deprrtvnt : IUW 
Option Pack- : YEU: AHYAWLIS A l t  4 
Scenerio F i  Le : C:\COBRA95\UW\DBCRCWSUCAlRi.CsR 
Std F t t n  F i le  : C:\rwP.%UW\N95090F.SFF 

C.t.gory m8t S4&Tot.l -------- ---- - - - - - - - - - 
Cantruction 

M i  1 i tary Contruct im 8.OOO.OOO 
F v i l y  Houing Contruction 0 
Informtion Accourt 0 
L n d  Purchase8 0 

Total - Contruction ~ , ~ , ~  

Persome1 
C i v i l i n  RIF 
C i v i l i n  Early Ret i rmmt 
C i v i l i n  n u  Y i r n  
Eliminated M i l i t u y  PCS 
l lnuployvnt  

Total - Persome1 

Overhead 
Progrm P l m i n g  kpport 2,447,611 
Mothball / shutdon 786,250 

Total - O v e M  3,233,861 

Moving 
Civi lin W i n g  
C i v i l i n  PPS 
Mi l i tary  Moving 
Freight 
One-Tin Wavily m t a  

Total - Woviw 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Emirorunta l  Wit imtion Cmts 125,000 
~ne-l ime ~ n i -  b e t a  36,=,000 

Total - Othor 36,513,000 
-------------------------*---------------------------------------------------- 

Total - - T i n  Coats 55,569,026 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .............................................................. 
- - T i n  saving. 

Mi l i tary  Contruction Co8t Avoidances 0 
F u i  l y  Homing Coat Awibnces 0 
W i l i t m r y  Wiry 0 
L n d  s a l u  0 
--Time Moving & v i m  0 
Enviroruntal W i  t igat ion saving. 0 
One-Time Uniqrw Saving. 0 .............................................................................. 

Total - - T i n  Saving. 0 
- - - - - - - -_-------- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -*------ - - - - - - - - - -  

Total net - - T h e  C#ts 55,569,026 



ON€-TIWE COOT REPORT (m 6.08) - P m  2/6 
Data hs O f  16:45 06/20/1995, Rcport Crutad 18:49 06/20/1995 

Dopartmt : YAW 
Option P.cka@e : llWC AYIUWLlS A l t  4 
Sconari o F i  l e  : C:\COORA05\UW\DBCRC\NSUCA1RiiCsR 
Std Fctrs F i le  : C:\~95\NAW\N95DBOF.SFF 

Bau: YsbE AYYAPOLIS, m 
(ALL values in Dollars) 

Contruction 
n i t  it- Contruetian 
F v i l y  IWDing Contruction 
l n f o r v t i on  llvvgrrnt Accourt 
L d  Pwchaaa 

Total - Contruetion 

Pe r rom l  
Civi l ian RIF 
C i v i l i n  Early R e t i n m t  
C i v i l i n  Y.w Y i r w  
Elimirwtad Wtlituy PCS 
Uneaployant 

Total - Persome1 

Overheed 
Program P l m i n g  wt 2,447,611 
Mothball / Shutdwn 786,250 

Total - Omrhead 3,233,861 

moving 
Civi l ian noving 
Civi l ian PPS 
M i  t i t a r /  W i n g  
Freight 
one-Tim moving costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
MAP / R# 0 
Emirorunta l  Mitigation Coets 0 
On-Tim higw Costs 30,015,000 

Total - Other 30,015,000 --------I--------------------------------------------.------------------------ 
Total One-Tim Costs 41,071,026 
----*------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

One-T ir k v i -  
M i  1 i tary Construction Coet Avoidances 0 
Family llorwing Coet Avoidwres 0 
Mi l i tary  Ikviw 0 
L n d  kl# 0 
Qw-Time Mevim & v i m  0 
Environvntal Mitigation Saving. 0 
One-Tim h i q m  &vines 0 

-----------------------------.---------------*-------------------------------- 

Total Q w - T i r  Saving. 0 ---.--------------------------------------------------------------------.----- 
Total Net One-Tim Costs 41,071,026 



OW-TII(E COST EWRT (COMA ~5.015) - P.0. 3/6 
Data k M l6:4S 06/20/1995, Report Creatd 18:49 06/20/1995 

D . p r r t m t  : YAW 
Option Package t Y#IC WCUWLIS A l t  4 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\eOBAA%WW\DBCRCW~lR4.CDR 
Std F c t n  F i l e  r C:WOfW95WWW05DBOF.SFF 

Bau: Iwc CMDEROa, 10 
( A l l  value8 in Do l l u r )  

Construction 
Mi l i tary  Con tn r t i on  
Fmi Ly Housing Contruction 
Inf o m t  ion I(snrgsmt Accomt 
Land Purchasw 

Total - Contruction 

Parsaunl 
C i v i l i n  RIF 
C i v i l i n  Early R e t i r m t  
Civi l ian Nru H i r e s  
E l i r i n t d  Ililituy PCS 
1kwrploylnmt 

Total - Pusom81 

0Verh.d 
Progrw P l m i n g  &@port 
) l o t h b . L L /  shut- 

Total - ouwhod 

Moving 
C i v i l i n  Moving 
C i v i l i n  PPS 
Mil i tary  Moving 
Freight 
O n - T i n  Moving Coots 

tot81 - Moving 

Other 
HAP / USE 0 
Emirormental Mit ig. t ion Costs 125,000 
O n - T i n  Unigw Coat8 2,400,000 

Tot81 - O t b r  2,525,000 
-- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Total One-Tin Coat8 10,525,000 
-------- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -*------ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

One-Tir & v i m  
Mi l i tary  Comtruction Cast AvoiQncrr 0 
F u i l y  n4uing Comt Avoidwrces 0 
Mi l i tary  Wing 0 
L d  Salw 0 
- - T i m  Moving kvirrg. 0 
Emirormental Ilitig.ti#r & v i m  0 
O n - T i n  Unigu kvingr 0 ------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Total Qw-Tim k v i n q .  0 
- - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -* - - - - - - - - -  

lot81 k t  O n - T i m  m t s  10,525,000 



OYE-TIM COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.01)  - P.g. 4/6 
Data A8 O f  16:45 06/20/1995, R-rt  C r r t d  18:49 06/20/1995 

D - r t u n t  : YAW 
Option Pack.0. : YWC AWYAWLIS A l t  4 
Scnrr io  F i  Le : C:\COBRA95\1UW\DBCRCWEYUlMMUIR 
Std F c t n  F i l e  : C:w%UUW\N95DW.SFF 

bw: NSW PNIUD€VYIA, PA 
( A l l  valuw i n  O e l l u r )  

c-aw - - - - - - - - 
Contruetian 

M i  L i t u y  Contructian 
F r i l y  Nowing Contruction 
In forwt ion m t  Accmt  
L n d  Purch.sw 

Total - Contruction 

Personnl 
Civi l ian RIF 
C i v i l i m  Early R e t i m t  
Civi l ian Haw Nirw 
El iminatd Mi l i tary  WS 
Unoaployapnt 

Total - Per.onw1 

Overhead 
Progrsr Pluning &wort 
MothlMl 1 / ShutQn 

Total - Overhod 

moving 
Civi l i an  moving 
Civi l ian PPS 
M i  1 i ta ry  W i n g  
Freight 
O n - T i n  Moving Wtr 

Total - Wwing 

Other 
w / RtE 0 
Emirosuntal  Mitioation coats 0 
On-Tiw Unique C#tr 3,873,000 

Total - O t h e r  3,873,000 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -*------ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -*------ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Total One-Tim Coets 3,873,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
On-Tim & v i m  

Military Contructian Cort Avoidoncar 0 
Fam i l y  lousing Coat Avoidances 0 
Mi l i tary  Moving 0 
Land k l w  0 
OM-Tiu moving bv ings 0 
Envirorruntal Mitigation Saving8 0 
On-Tim Unique kv i ng r  0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total One-Tim & v i m  0 
---.---------------------------------*------*--------------------------------- 

Total Not One-Tim coats 3,873,000 



ONE-TIM COST REPORT (COBRA 6.08) - Paw 5/6 
Data k Of  16:45 06/20/1995, Report Created 18:49 06/20/1995 

D e p a r t a M t  : YAW 
Option Package : NSUC ANNAPOLIS A l t  4 
Scenario F i  1. : C:\COBRA%\UW\DBCRC\IWCAlR4.COR 
Std Fctrs F i le  : C:\-95WWW95DBOCBOCSFF 

Bas.: NRL, DC 
( A l l  val- i n  Dollars) 

category -------- 
construction 

Mi l i tary  Cocwtnrtion 
Fmi Ly llouring Contruction 
lnforrstion llnrgrnt Accornt 
Land Pur- 

Total - Camtruction 

Persome1 
Civi l ian RIF 
Civi l ian Euly  R e t i n m t  
Civi l ian Yw Hima 
Eliminated M i l i t u y  PCS 
Unerplow-t 

Total - Pe r rom l  

0verh.d 
Progru Pluming &@port 
Mothball / ShutQn 

Total - Ourrhoad 

Moving 
Civi 1 ian lloving 
Civi l ian PPS 
M i  1 i tary Moving 
Freight 
--Time Moving h t s  

Total - Moving 

Cost krb-Total ---- - - - - - - - - -  

Other 
IUP / REE 0 
Em i ronmta l  Mitigation Coats 0 
One-Time lhiqur Coats 100,000 

Total - Other 100,000 ------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Total One-Tim Coots 100,000 
-------- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -*------ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

One-Tir k v i -  
Mi l i tary  Contnwtion Coot Avsidancr 0 
Funily Wing Coet A w i d w r r  0 
Mi l i tary  ~kv in ( l  0 
Land Salw 0 
On-Tim Moving saving. 0 
Emirorr~.ntal  Mitigation Savinoe 0 
--Tim Uniqur Savingr 0 ------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Total One-Tim Saving. 0 --.--------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Total Net One-Tir Coats 100,000 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COPRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - P w  6/6 
Data k O f  16:iS 06/20/1995, Report Created 18:49 06/20/1995 

Depr r tmt  : YAVI 
Option P r k . 0 .  r WUC ANNAPOLIS A l t  4 
Scmuio F i le  : CP\~OBRA~~WWWIICRC\N#IU~R~.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i le  : Cr\COlWA95WW\Y950BOF.SFF 

Bare: LEASED SPACE, 10 
(ALL v a l w  in D o l l w )  

Conetnrtion 
Mi l i tary  Contruction 
Feuni Ly Wwring Contruetion 
Information lCsnrgvnt Account 
Land Purchase8 

Tot81 - COImtWCth 

Persaml  
C i v i l i n  RIF 
C i v i l i n  Early R e t i n m t  
C i v i l i n  New l i ra 
E1imimt.d M i  litry PCS 
Uneraployvnt 

Total - P r M m e l  

Overhead 
Progr r  P l m i n g  kppwt 
Mothball / 8hutdon 

Total - Owrhoad 

Moving 
Civi L i n  Moviw 
Civi l ian PPS 
M i  1 i tary Moving 
Freight 
On-Time Moving h t a  

Tot81 - Moving 

Cost Eub-Total ---- - - - - - - - - -  

Other 
HAP / R I  0 
Envirommtal Mitigation Coots 0 
On-Time Uniqrw Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 ------.---.------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Total On-Time Costs 0 --------------.--------------------------------------------------------------- 
--Time kv i ng r  

M i  t i  tary Construction Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
M i  1 i tary Moving 
Land S a l r  
On-Tim W i n g  Saving. 
Emirorunta l  Mit ig. t ion kv inas 
On-Time Uniqur k v i w  ---------------.--.---------------------- 

Total Qw-Tim Saving. 0 .... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net On-Time Costs 0 



TOTAL MILITARY COWSTRUCTIOIl ASSETS (CWRA ~5.08) - Pa~e 1/6 
D ~ t a  As Of 16:45 06/20/1995, Repor t  C r e a t e d  18:49 06/20/1995 

Department  : YAW 
Option P u b  r NSUC AYIIAPOLIS A l t  i 
k o n n r i o  F l  Lo r c:\coBRAPS\UW\D~CW#ICA~R~.C~~ 
S t d  F c t n  F i l e  : C r \ ~ 9 5 W W \ N 9 5 D W . S F F  

A l l  Costs  in #( 

WYw --------- 
N W  AllYAPOLIS 
NSYC URDEROCK 
HSUC P H I W f L P H l A  
URL 
LEASED SPACE ------------------ 
T o t a l s :  

T o t r  l 
M i  lcan - - - - - - 

0 
a,OOo 

0 
0 
0 --------------------. 

8, OOo 

T o t a l  
Cost  ----- 

0 
a,OOo 

0 
0 
0 --------- 

8, OOo 



MILITARY COYSTRUCTIOW ASSETS (COORA ~5.08) - Page 2/6 
Data A8 O f  16:65 06/20/1995, Report Creatd 18:49 06/20/1995 

Department : MAW 
Option P.ck.0. : Y#K: A Y ~ I S  A L t  4 
Scenario F i  lo : C:\COBRA%\1UW\DBCRC\Y6YUlRi.COI 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\~%WAW\Y95DBOF.SFF 

ALL Costs i n  SK 
M i  LCon 

Description: atrg 

Materials L Process. RDTIE 
MFL & MF mT& ............................. 

Using R a h d  Neu Neu 
Rehab Cort* MiLCon C o r t *  

Total Ccn t ruc t im Coet: 
+ Info llnrgevnt A c c a t :  
+ L n d  PurChMes: - Construction Coot Avoid: ------------------.--------------- 

TOTAL : 

Tot81 
Cost* 

* ALL Milcon Costs i n c l u b  D u i g n ,  Site Propration, Contingwwy Pluming, and 
SIOH Costs uhen  applicable. 



PERSOWEL 8 U ) U R Y  REPORT (COPRA v5.08) 
Data k Of 16:45 06/20/1995, Report C r u t d  18:49 06/20/1995 

Department : WW 
Option Pack- : YWC ANYAWLIS A L t  4 
Scenario F i le  : Cz\COBRA%\WAW\DBCRC\N~lRi.CDI 
Std Fctrr F i le  : Ct\mPnr#WW\N05090f.SFF 

PEREOYYEL S W W V  MI: YrYC ANNAPOLIS, 10 

BASE WPUUTIOY CFY 19%): 
Off i cars E n l i s t d  S t u d n t r  Civi lians ---------- ---------- ---------- - - - - - - - - - -  

2 0 0 725 

FORCE STRUCTURE CMIGES: 
19% 1997 1996 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- - - - - ---- ---- - - - - ---- - - - - -  

O f f  icerr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
E n l i s t d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civi linr -307 0 0 0 0 0 -307 
TOTAL -307 0 0 0 0 0 -307 

MSE POWUTIOY (Prior to  slUC Action): 
Officers E n l i s t d  Stubnts Civi lians ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

2 0 0 418 

O f f  icerr 1 
E n l i s t d  0 
Studmts 0 
C i v i l i n r  10 
TOTAL 11 

To Baa8: NSUC PHIWELPUIA, PA 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---*  ---- ---- ---- - - - -  ----- 

Off i cers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
E n l i s t d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i n r  106 142 18 8 6 0 280 
TOTAL 1W 142 18 8 6 0 280 

TOTAL PERSOYNEL REALIWUIENTS (Out of NSYC NUPOLIS, 10): 
19% 1997 1996 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- - - - - -  

Off icars 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Enl i s t d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
S t u d r n t r  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i w  116 151 18 8 6 0 299 
TOTAL 117 151 18 8 6 0 300 

SCEMARIO POSITIOY CNANGES: 
19% 1997 1- 1999 2000 2001 Total --.- ---- ---- ---- - - - -  - - - -  ----- 

Off icerr 0 0 - 1 0 0 0 - 1 
En1 i s t d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i n r  -6 -40 -41 -7 -8 -17 -119 
TOTAL -6 -40 -42 - 7 -8 -17 -120 

BASE WPULATIOY (After MAC Action): 
Officers E n l i s t d  S t u d n t r  Civilians ---------- ----------  ---------- ---------- 

0 0 0 0 



PERSONNEL #I)+WY REWRT (WWA 6 . 0 8 )  - Pago 2 
Data As O f  16:45 06/20/1995, Report C r u t d  18:49 W/20/1995 

Depmrtmont r YAW 
Option Prck.g. : wrYC AYYAWLIS A l t  4 
k w u r i o  F i  l e  : Ct\~95UIAW\DBCRC\NSUCAlR4.CIR 
Std F c t n  F11e : C:\CODRA%WWYr95DWF.EFF 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Prior to M A C  Action): 
Off i c o n  En1 i s t d  Studnts C i v i l i w  ---------- ---------- ---------* ---------- 

12 2 0 1,366 

PERWNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: AYIIAPOLIS, 

1996 ---- 
Off ice- 1 
En1 i s t d  0 
Students 0 
Civi Liw 10 
TOTAL 11 

10 
1997 1- 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- .--- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

0 0 0 0 0 1 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
9 0 0 0 0 19 
9 0 0 0 0 20 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Into NSUC CARDEROCK, 10): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 ZOO0 2001 Total ---- ---- - - - -  ---- - - - -  - - - -  ----- 

Officers 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i w  10 9 0 0 0 0 19 
TOTAL 11 9 0 0 0 0 20 

W E  WWUTIQY ( A f t e r  sRAC Action): 
Off i c o n  En1 i s t d  Studnts Civi 1 iwrs ---------- ---------- ---------- * - - - - - - - - -  

13 2 0 1,385 

BASE POWUTIW (FY 1996, Prior to DRAC Action): 
Officers En1 i s t d  Studnts Civi l ime  ---------- ---------- - ---------  - - - - - - - * - -  

6 11 0 1,498 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
Fror Base: Y#IC AnnAPaIS,  

19% ---- 
Officers 0 
En1 istad 0 
students 0 
C i v i l i w  106 
TOTAL lo6 

10 
1W7 1998 1999 ZOO0 2001 Total 
- -a -  ---- ---- -- - -  ---- ----- 

0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

142 18 8 6 0 280 
142 18 8 6 0 280 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIWUYNTS (Into NWC PHIUDELPHIA, PA): 
19% 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tot81 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- - ----  

Officers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En l i s td  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i w  106 142 18 8 6 0 280 
TOTAL lo6 142 18 8 6 0 UU) 

USE PWAATlON ( A f t o r  WAC Action): 
Off i c .n  En l i s td  Stubnts Civilians ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

6 11 0 1 . m  



PEREOWlKL #CIIURI REWRT (COBRA vS.08) - P8- 3 
Dstr A8 O f  16:45 06/20/1995, Report C r e r t d  18:49 06/20/1995 

Deprrtmnt : MAW 
Option P8ck.g. : USUC ~ b u w o ~ l s  ~ l t  4 
Scwvrio F i le  : C:\CO~~~%\MW\DBCRC\YWCA~R~.C~R 
Std Fctrr F i le  : C:~%\MW\Y95QBOF.SFF 

BASE KIPULATlOY (FY la, Prior to  sRAC Action): 
Officers En1 i s t d  Studmtn C i v i l i w  ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

371 285 0 3.201 

BASE WPUUTlW (Af tw lRAC Action): 
mi- Enlisted Stubntr Civi Lima ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

371 285 0 3,201 

?€ISMUEL ( U I I A I Y  MI: LEAOtD SPACE. IO 

BASE WWUTIQY (FY 1996, Prior to DlUC Action): 
Off ice- E n l i s t d  Stubnts C i v i l i v r  ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

0 0 0 0 

W E  POWLATlW ( A f t u  WAC Action): 
Off i cerr En1 i s t d  Studnts Civi l i ~ s  ---------- ---------- - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

0 0 0 0 



TOTAL PERWYEL IMPACT REWRT (COBRA ~5.08) - PI* 1/6 
Data A. O f  16:45 06/20/1995, Report Crutod 18:49 06/20/1995 

Dqmrtunt : YAW 
Option Prckrp. : Y W C  AWAWLIS A l t  4 
Siwurio ~i 1; : C:\COBRA95\MW\DBCRCUEYCAlR4.= 
Std F c t n  F i le  : C X \ C ~ ~ R A ~ ~ W \ N ~ ~ D M . S F F  

Rate ---- 
ClXILIAN POSITIWS REALIGNIYG OUT 

Early Retirement* 10.OOX 
Raular Retirwcnt* 5.00% 
C i v i l i n  T u m o e  15.00X 
Ciw Not Moving (RIFE)*+ 
C i v i l i n r  )loving (the reminder) 
Civi lin P o r i t i e n  Avai lab18 

CIVILIAN POSITIOWS ELIMINATED 
Early Reti rrarnt 10.00% 
Regular R e t i r u n t  5.00% 
C i v i l i n  Turnover 15.00X 
Ciw not )loving CRlh)*+ 
Pr ior i ty  P l r c r y ~ t I t  60.00% 
Civi linr Avai leble t o  Move 
C i v i l i n r  )loving 
Civi l ian RIFs (the m i n d o r )  

CIVILIAN POSlTlOYC lEALIGNING IN 
Civi L i n r  llwim 
Neu Civ i l i uw  Nirod 
Other C i v i l i n  Addi t ion 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 
TOTM CIVILIAN RIFS 
T O T M  CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEY WIRES 

2001 Total ---- ----- 
0 299 
0 29 
0 13 
0 42 
0 16 
0 199 
0 100 

Emrly Retirrwrts, Regular R e t i r m t s ,  Civi l ian Turnover, ud Civilians Not 
Mi l l ing t o  Move u a  not applicable for m v u  ud.r f i f t y  miles. 

+ The Percntag. of C i v i l i uw  Not Ui l l i n g  t o  Mow (Volmtary RIFs) varies from 
base t o  her. 

II Not a l l  Pr ior i ty  P l rc rwr ts  involve a P e m t  Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS p l rcmwts  involving a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSWNEL IMPACT REWllT (CWRA 6.08) - Page 2/6 
Data Aa Of 16:45 06/20/1995, R e p o r t  Created 18:49 06/20/1995 

Department : YAW 
Option Puk .g .  : YWC -1s A l t  4 
Scunrio F i le  t Cr \CUUU95U1AWWBCRC~1MMCOI  
Std Fetm File r C X ~ # W A W \ Y ~ S D E O F . L F F  

Ewe: YWC AYYA)OLIS, 10 Rate -.-- 
CIVILIM WSITIWS IEALIGYIYC M 

Early Retiramant* 10.OOX 
Regular Ret inwnt*  5.00% 
C i v i l i n  1- 15.00% 
C i v 8 N o t ~ i n g ( R I F a ) *  6.00% 
C i v i l i v v  l k v i n ~  (the reminder) 
C i v i l i n  Position Avai Lable 

CIVILIM POTlT10W ELIMINATED 
Ear 1 y Rot i r m t  10.00% 
Regular R e t i m t  5.00% 
Civi l ian Turnover 15.00% 
Ciw Not Moving (RIF8). 6.00% 
Pr io r i t y  P l u w m t l t  60.00% 
C i v i l i v v  Available t o  Move 
Civi L i u w  moving 
C i v i l i n  R1Fs (the rammindor) 

ClVlLIAN PasITIOYt R€MIGNlNG IN 
C i v i l i uw  lloving 
Yew C i v i l i v v  N i r d  
O t h e r  C i v i l i n  Addi t ion 

T O T M  ClVILIAY EARLY ItETIRKNTS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 
TOTAL ClVILlM PRIORITY PUCWYTEII 
TOTAL CIVlLIM NEU HIRES 

Total ----- 
299 
29 
13 
42 
16 

199 
loo 

119 
13 
5 

18 
5 

72 
6 
6 
0 

* Early R e t i r m t s ,  Regular Retiramants, C i v i l i n  Turnover, and Civ i l iww Not 
UiLLing t e  wr not qplicmble for m m s  ud.r f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a l l  P r io r i t y  P luaen t s  iwolve a Pe runn t  of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving r PCS i s  50.00% 



PERWEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - P w  3/6 
Data Al O f  16:45 06/20/1995, Report Created 18:49 06/20/1995 

Department : YAW 
Option Putcage : NSUC ANUPOLIS A l t  4 
Scenario T i  Le : C:\COBRA%\YAW\DBCRC\N~lR4.Csl 
Std F c t n  F i l e  : C : \ ~ % W W Y ~ ~ ~ D B O F . S F F  

B8CU: Y#K: -, IID Rate ---- 
CIXILIAY PWITIms R€MIYIIHC OUT 

Early R e t i r W  10.00X 
Regular R e t i r a m p  5.00% 
Civi lin 7- 15.00X 
Ciw Not Moving (RIF8). 6.0M 
C i v i l i n r  Iloving (the rrrinbr) 
C i v i l i n  )or i t iam Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIoYt ELIMINATED 
Early R e t i r r m t  10.00X 
Regular Reti runt 5.00% 
C i v i l i n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civa Not Moving (RIF8). 6.00% 
Pr ior i ty  PLummtlt  60.00% 
C i v i l i n r  Av8iL8bAe t o  Ibv, 
C i v i l i n r  Moving 
C i v i l i n  RlFr (the rrrinbr) 

CIVlLIAll POSITIOHS REALIGNlNG IN 
C iv i l i nm Moviw 
New Civilianm H i r d  
Other Civi Lian Additions 

2001 Total 
- - -*  ----- 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMEYTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAY RIPS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PUCEUENTSlr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEU HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

* Early Retiraents, Regular Retiraents, Civi lin Turnover, ud Civi l i m e  Not 
U i l l i ne  t o  Ikw we not applicable for mve8 ud.r f i f t y  miles. 

I Not a l l  P r io r i t y  P lu -un ta  i~wolve a P e r r n n t  of Station. The rate 
of PPS p l u r m t s  involving a PCT i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REWRT (m ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 4/6 
Data A8 O f  16:45 06/20/1995, Report Created 18:C9 W/20/1995 

Dep8r-t : NAW 
Option Package : Y#IC UUUWLIS ALt 4 
Scrnrrio F i le  : C:\COBRA%WW\DOCRCWrYCAlR4.COR 
Std Fctrr F i le  : C:UXNSRA%VUWU~~~DBOF.SFF 

h e :  YWC PWIUDEUNIA, PA Rate ---- 
CIVILIAN POsITIOYS REMIOIING OUT 

Early R e t i r a m p  10.00% 
Regular Ret i ram* 5.00% 
C i v i l i m  1- 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving <RIFa)* 6.00% 
Civil ians Moving <the m i n d e r )  
Civi l im P o d t i o n  Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear 1 y Ret i r m t  10.00% 
Regular R e t i r a m t  5.00% 
Civi 1 in 1- 15.043 
Civs Not )loving CRlFr)* 6.00% 
Pr ior i ty  Placement# 60.00% 
Civil ians AvaiL.ble t o  Ikw 
C i v i l i n r  )loving 
C i v i l i m  RIFr (tk. nrinbr) 

CIVILIAY POSITIONS REMIOIING IN 
Civi 1 fans w i n g  
Nw C i v i l i uw  Mirod 
O t h e r  C i v i l i m  Addi t ion 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETllllYNTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACtEMENTW 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEU MIRES 3 8 4 9  5 1 1  0 94 

* Early R e t i r m t s ,  Regular Retirements, C i v i l i m  Turnover, and Civil ians Not 
U i l l i ~  t o  Mow are not applicable for m o w  udar f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a l l  Pr ior i ty  Plramentr involve a Perunmt ChwrOI of Station. The rate 
of PPS p l r m t r  involving a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (CWU ~5.08)  - Paga 5/6 
Data k Of 16:45 06/20/1995, R q w t  Creatod 18:49 06/20/1995 

D.p.r-t : YAW 
Ootion C 8 c W  r Y#IC MUPOLIS A l t  4 
& m r i e  r i l e  : C:\CCNMAPSWAW\DBCRC~~M.CBU 
Std Fctm F i le  : C:WNU%U1AWV195oBof.SFF 

Base: YILL, DC Rate ---- 
CIVILIAN POSITIQYS lEALIGNING aClT 

Early Ret i r m P  10.00% 
Regular R e t i m e  S.00X 
Civi l ian 1- 15.00% 
Ciw Not Moving (RIFa)* 6.00% 
C i v i l i u u  W i n g  C t h .  r w i n d e r )  
Civi t ian Poait im, A w i  18ble 

ClVILIAY WSITIOYS ELIMINATED 
Early Rot i rrmt 10.00% 
Regul er Ret i rwaant 5.00% 
Civi l i an  Turnovor 15.00% 
Ciw Not W i n g  (RIFs). 6.00% 
Pr ior i ty  PluammtIt 60.00% 
C i v i l i u r  Available t o  Move 
C iv i l i am Moving 
Civi l ian RIFs (th. r r r i nde r )  

ZOO1 Total ---- - - - - -  
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

CIVILIAN WEITIOUS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civil ians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Nw Civilian8 l i r d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other Civi l ian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL ClVILIAY EARLY MTIIIIYNTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL ClVlLIUL UEU MIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

* Early R e t i r m t s ,  Regular Retirements, C i v i l i n  Turnowr, and Civilians Not 
Uii l l ing t o  W e  are not .pplicable for  moves v16r f i f t y  dl-. 

# Not a l l  P r i w i t y  P l m t s  involve a P e m t  Chulg. of Station. The rate 
of PPS placammts involving a PC6 i s  50.00% 



PERSOWNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA vS.08) - Page 6/6 
Data A. O f  16:45 06/20/1995, Report Created 18:49 06/20/1995 

Oqmrtunt : YAW 
Option P r k w e  : nsuC ANNAPOLIS A l t  4 
S c m r i o  F i le  : C:\COBRA95WW\DBCRC\NwUlR4.CDR 
Std Fctrs F i le  : C:\~95WWU9SDO(K.SFF 

h e :  LEASE0 SPACE, 10 Rate ---- 
CIVlLIN #WITIOYI lllALlGNIW QIT 

E u l y  R e t f l u m r  1o.OQT 
Regular Ihtinmt. 5.00% 
Civi l ian twmw+ 15.00T 
C ~ V S  not w i n g  (RIT~)* 0 . 0 1 ~  
Civ i l iww W i n g  (th. r.rind.r) 
C i v i l i n  P a i t i o n  Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIWS UIllINATED 
Early R e t i r m t  10.00% 
Regular R e t i r m t  5.00% 
Civi l ian Tumovu 15.00% 
Ciw Not h i n g  (RIFaI* 0.00% 
Pr ior i ty  P l r r m t #  60.00% 
C i v i l i n r  Available t o  Ibw 
C i v i l i n r  Iloving 
Civi l ian RIFs (the rwinbr) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i n r  W i n g  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Nw C iv i L i n r  Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other C i v i l i n  Addi t ion 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTALCIV lL IANPRIORITYPUCUYNTEiY  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIN NEU HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

* Early R e t i r m t s ,  Regular Re t i r rmts ,  Civi l ian Turnover, ud Civilians Not 
U i l l i ng  t o  Ibw are not applicable for moves ud.r f i f t y  r i les. 

I Not a l l  P r io r i t y  ?l .cmtr involve a C e r r m t  Chnq. of Statlon. The rate 
of PPS p l r w n t s  imolving a PCS i s  50.00% 



TOTAL APPROQRIATlOYS DETAIL REPORT (m ~5.08) - Page 1/1lI 
Date A. O f  16:45 W/20/1995, Report Created 18:49 06/20/1995i 

D . p . r t m t  : ww 
Option Puk rg .  : wSVC ANNAPOLIS ~ l t  4 
Scenario F i  10 : C:\COBRA%\YAW\DBCRCWsuCA1R4.W 
Std Fctrs F i t8  : C:\COBRA95\YAW\Y95DBOfBOfSFF 

OM-TIME COSTS 1996 1997 
-----(%)----- ---- ---- 1998 ---- 
CQMSTRUCTIQY 
MILCON 8,ooo 0 0 
F u  Hocping 0 0 0 
Land Purch 0 0 0 

OPW 
C I V  SALARY 
Civ R I F  128 235 64 
Civ Retire 59 89 29 

C I V  mlv1UG 
Per D i r  2% 347 48 
PW Miles 1 2 0 
N o r  Purch m 1,057 148 
HHO 434 593 83 
Wisc 47 65 9 
HouEe mt 153 209 29 
PPS 58 345 374 
RITA  344 471 66 

FREIGHT 
Packing 20 25 3 
Freight 85 309 97 
Vehicles 0 0 0 
Driving 0 0 0 

w t o ~ t  19 34 9 
OTHER 
Progrw Plan 744 558 419 
shutdown 230 357 112 
New Hire 0 0 0 
1-Tim Hove 0 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
nII. nov~u~ 
Per Diem 0 0 0 
WV M i l u  0 0 0 
HHG 0 0 0 
M i  w 0 0 0 

OTHER 
E l  i a  PCS 0 0 4 

OTHER 
w / USE 0 0 0 
Envi ro run te l  125 0 0 
Info MUMO. 0 0 0 
1 - T l r  0 t h  9,662 11,723 

TOTAL WE-TIE 21,137 16,421 
9,003 

10,499 

Total - - - - -  



TOTAL APPRWRIATIOYL DETAIL REPORT (m 6.08) - Page 2/11l 
D a t a  Ae O f  16:45 06/20/1995, Rapor t  C r u t d  18:49 06/20/lWi 

D e p a r t m a n  : YAW 
Option : YWC AllYAPOLIS A L t  4 
S c m r r i o  F i l e  : C:\COORA95\YAW~CWSUCAlU.CU 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  r C:\COBRA95\YAWV195990C.SFF 

REQIRRINOCO(TS 
-----(%)----- 
FAH lWS€ OPS 
OW 

R P M  
Bas 
U n i q m  U p o r a t  
C i v  s 8 L a r y  
CHAllWT 
C a r e t a k e r  

MIL PERSOMNEL 
O f f  s a l a r y  
En1 k l8ry 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

HOW ALL& 13 13 13 13 13 13 
OTHER 

M i m i o n  0 0 0 0 0 0 
M i s c  Recur 0 521 521 521 521 521 
Uniqw O t h e r  0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 725 2,114 2,241 2,284 2,316 2,316 

TOTAL WST 21,862 18,536 12,740 4,902 4,823 4,702 

WE-11% SAVES 
-----(U().---- 
CWSTRUCTIOY 

n l L m  
F w  Ilowing 

OW 
1 - T l r  Uovm 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  llovino 

OTHER 
L M d  klrr 
E n v i  r o r r u n t a l  
1 - T i u  O t h r  

TOTAL WE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES 
---.-($K)----- 
FAH HOUSE OPS 
ow 

R P M  
DOS 
Unique 0por.t 
C i v  s a l a r y  
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONUEL 
O f f  k l a r y  
En1 Salary 
H o r w  A l l o w  

OTHER 
P r o c u r w n t  
M i s s i o n  
M i s c  Recur 
Uni- 0 t h  

TOTAL RE- 

Beyond 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 579 3,611 8,115 10,027 10,784 12,319' 



T O T M  APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (CWM ~5.08) - Page  3/18 
D a t a  A. O f  16:45 W/20/1995, R q a o r t  C r e a t d  18:49 W / 2 0 / 1 W i  

D e p a r t m e n t  : YAW 
O p t i o n  P w k r g .  : YfYC AWAPOLIS A L t  4 
sceMri0 F i  11 : C:\COPRA%\UW\DBCRC\WEvUlR4.~ 
S t d  F c t n  F i l e  : C : ~ % \ Y A W \ N 0 5 0 0 0 F . S F F  

w - T I N  MET 
-----(U()----- 

COHSTRUCT ION 
MILCOY 
F w  Homing 

OW 
C i v  R e t i r A l t  
C i v  I w i n g  
O t h e r  

M I L  PERWUEL 
M i l  W i n g  

OTHER 
w / REE 
E n v i r o n a n t a l  
Info Manag. 
1 - T i m  O t h e r  
L a n d  

T O T M  ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET 
-----(U()----- 

FAH HOUSE OPS 
ow 

R P M  
ws 
Uniqrw Operat 
C a r e t a k e r  
C i v  Salary 

C W S  
M I L  PERSWNEL 

H i 1  S a l a r y  
W o w  ALL- 

OTHER 
P r o c u r e m e n t  
I i u i o n  
M i r c  R e c u r  
U n i q u e  O t h e r  

T O T U  RE- 

T0T.M WET COST 

T o t a l  
- - * - -  

0 

Beyond  
- - - - * -  

0 



APPROPRlATlONS DETAIL llEWRT ( C O W  ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 4/18 
Data A. Of 16:45 06/20/1995, Raport C rea td  18:69 06/20/1995i 

Dqmrtmnt : YAW 
Option ?=lug. : NSUC AlUUPOLIS ALt 4 
Scatnrio F i  Le : C:\COBRA%\tlAW\DBCRCV1#ICAlR4.COI 
Std F c t n  F i l e  : C:\~%UUW\Y95DBOfBOfSFF 

Base: N s w  AIUUWLIS, 10 
WE-TIME W T S  -----(a)----- low ---- 
CWSTRUCT ION 

~ILCOY 0 
F u  llousing 0 
Land Purch 0 
ow 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIF8 128 
Civ Ret i re 59 

CIV llOVlYO 
Per D i m  254 
WV Mil.. 1 
H a r  Purch rn 
Hf f i  434 
M i =  47 
H o u e  Wunt 153 
PPS UI 
RITA 344 

FREI WlT 
Packing 20 
Freight 85 
Vehicles 0 
Dr iv ing 0 

Unenployrrrt 19 
OTHER 

Program P L n  744 
Shutdon 230 
Nw Hires 0 
1 -T im  Wove 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per D i r  0 
WV Mil.. 0 
HHG 0 
Misc 0 

OTHER 
Elim PW 0 

OTHER 
HAP / REE 0 
Enviromentr l  0 
I n fo  Manage 0 
1 - T i r  0th- 6,015 

TOTAL WE-TIWE 9,365 

Total - - - - -  



APPROPRIATIOWS DETAIL REPORT (COQRA 6 . 0 8 )  - Page 5/18 
Data Au O f  16:45 06/20/1995, R a p o r t  Croatd 18:49 06/20/199!i 

Dqmrtunt  : YAW 
Option Peck- : Y W C  AYYAWLIS A l t  4 
Scuwrio F i  l e  : C:\COBRA%\LUWWBCRCWEYU~R~.COR 
Std F c t n  F i  l e  : C : \ C C W I A % W W ~ ~ . S F F  

Base: Y S W  AYYAWLIS, m 
RECURR1NGU)OTS 
-----(U()----- 

19% .--- 
FAN llOUSE OPS 0 
ow 
RPM 0 
BQS 0 
Unique -rat 0 
Civ Salary 0 
CHAMPUS 0 
Caretaker 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 0 
En1 Salary 0 
House Allow 0 

OTHER 
n i ~ i 0 n  0 
MiEc Recur 0 
unique O t h e r  0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 

Total - - - - -  
0 

WE-TIWE SAVES 
-----(S)----- 
MWSTRUCTIOW 
MILCOY 
FM W i n g  
ow 

l-Time Move 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  W i n g  
OTHER 
Land -1.. 
Envi roment.1 
l-Time Other 

TOTAL a - T I I E  

Total - - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES 
-----(M)----- 
FAN HOUSE OPE 
OBll 

RPMA 
BOP 
Unique -rat 
Civ Salary 
c w s  

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
Enl. aLary 
Holm. Allov 

OTHER 
Pracurammt 
Missim 
M i u  R U w  
Uniqw 0 t h  

TOTAL RECUR 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond ------  
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 579 



APPROQRlATlWS DETAIL REWRT (COBRA ~5.08)  ; Page 6/18 
Data A8 Of 16:45 06/20/1995, Report Created 18:49 06/20/1995 

D y u r t m t  : YAW 
Option P u l u g .  : Y#IC AYIUWLIS A L t  4 
Scmrrio F i le  : C:\COORA%\MAW\DOCRC\Y#IcAlIL.CBR 
Std F c t n  F i le  : C:\CC@RA95WAWU9SDBOf.SFF 

-8: NSUC NUPOLIS, WD 
WE-TIME MET - - - - - (U()--- - - 1- ---- 
COUSTRUCT10Y 
MILCOY 0 
Fw I lar ing 0 

OP)( 

Civ Retir/RIF 167 
Civ moving 2,169 
Other 993 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Woving 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RK 0 
Envi ro ron ta l  0 
Info Manag. 0 
l-Tim O t h e r  6,015 
Land 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIE 9,365 

Total ----- 

RECURRING NET 
-----(%)----- 
FAM llQUEE OPS 
OW 

RPW 
BOE 
Uniqm operat 
Caretaker 
Civ salary 

CHAI(Wf 
MIL PERSWNEL 

M i l  salary 
H o u w  Allow 

OTHER 
Pracurammt 
Miu ion 
M i u  Recur 
Unique 0 t h ~  

TOTAL RECUQ 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL NET COET 8,m 10,087 2 , w  -7,409 -8,278 -9,932 



APPROPRIATIOWS DETAIL REPWT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page  7/18 
D a t a  As O f  16:45 06/20/1995, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  18:49 06/20/1995 

Depar tmen t  : NAW 
O p t i o n  P a c k w e  : NSYe AYYAWLIS A l t  4 
S c m r i o  F i l e  : C:\COBRA%\1UW\DBCRC\N#ICA1R4.CsR 
S t d  F c t r r  F i l e  : C:\COBRA%ViAW\N95DBOf.SFF 

Ooee: NEUC cauwuxK, Dm 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
-----(%)----- 

1996 ---- 1997 ----  low ---- 
CONSTRUCTIOY 

M I L W  8,- 0 0 
F r  H o u o i n g  0 0 0 
L a n d  Purch 0 0 0 

OW 
C I V  w r  

C i v  R I F s  0 0 0 
C i v  R e t i n  0 0 0 

C I V  l Y l V I f f i  
P e r  D i m  0 0 0 
PW M i l u  0 0 0 
N o r  P u r c k  0 0 0 
HHG 0 0 0 
M i u  0 0 0 
H o w a  H m t  0 0 0 
PPS 0 0 0 
R lTA 0 0 0 

FREICllT 
P a c k i n g  0 0 0 
F r e i g h t  0 0 0 
V e h i c l w  0 0 0 
D r i v i n g  0 0 0 

Uneaploy~ant 0 0 0 
OTHER 

P r o g r c w  P L m  0 0 0 
S h u t d o v l  0 0 0 
New H i r w  0 0 0 
1 - T i m  Move 0 0 0 

M I L  PERSWIKL 
M I L  lYlVIYC 

P e r  D i e m  0 0 0 
W M i l e 8  0 0 0 
HHG 0 0 0 
M i a  0 0 0 

OTHER 
ELI. PCt 0 0 0 

OTHER 
w / RSE 0 0 0 
E n v i r a m a n t a l  125 0 0 
Info Ilwug. 0 0 0 
1 - T i r  O t h e r  0 2,400 0 

TOTAL ONE-TI)(E 8,125 2,- 0 

T o t a l  - - - - -  



APPROPRIATIOYS DETAIL REWRT (COBRA 6.08) - Page 8/18 
D a t a  A8 O f  16:45 06/20/1995, R e p o r t  C r e a t d  18:49 06/20/199!i 

D e p a r t w n t  : HAW 
Qpt iOt l  P ~ c k r g r  : Y S W  NNMOlIS A l t  4 
S C - ~ ~ O  F i  1. : C:\COBRA%\MW\DBCRCWEUUlR5.= 
S t d  F c t r a  f i l e  : C : \ ~ 9 5 \ N A W \ N 9 5 0 0 0 F . S F F  

-: nsuc CMMnOcK, 19 
R E Q J R R I m T S  1- 
-----(W)----- --- - 
FAH MOUSE QPJ 0 
OW 

RPWA 0 
BOS 112 
U n i q u e  Operat 0 
C f v  S a l a r y  0 
c w s  0 
C a r e t a k e r  0 

MIL  PERSOWNEL 
O f f  S a l a r y  0 
En1  S a l a r y  0 
H w  A l l a d  13 

OTHER 
M i u i o n  0 
Mi= Recur  0 
Unique O t h e r  0 

TOTAL RECUR 112 

T o t a l  ----- 
0 

TOTAL COSTS 8.250 2,616 257 257 247 247 

W-TIM SAVES 
-----(&)----- 

COWSTRUCTIW 
MlLCOY 
F s l l  llowing 

OW 
1-Tim llow 

M I L  PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
L a n d  klr 
E n v i  ro r racn ta  1 
1-Tim O t h e r  

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

T o t a l  - - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES 
-----(S)----- 
FAH HOUSE OPE 
08m 

RPHA 
BOS 
Unique O p e r a t  
C i v  S 1 1 w  
C M I W S  

M I L  PEREOYYEL 
O f f  k l a r y  
Enl. k l a r y  
House A l l w  

OTHER 
P r a c u r a m t  
M i s s i o n  
M i r c  Recur  
Unique O t h e r  

TOTAL RE- 

T o t a l  - - - - -  
0 

Beyond ------  
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS o o o o o a1 



APPROPRIATlOWS DETAIL REPORT ( C O W  ~5.08) - Page 9/18 
Data As Of 16:45 06/20/1995, Report Created 18:49 06/20/1= 

Department : YAW 
Option P a c W  : YSYC AUUAPOLIS A L t  4 
Scenario f i l e  : C:\CaBRA%\NAVY\DBCRC\Y#ICAlR4.cOR 
St4 F c t n  f i l e  : C:\COBRA95YUWW95DaOF.SFF 

sere: YWC CAIIDUOCT, m 
WE-TIME YET 
-----(U<)----- 

l9w ---- 
COIISTRUCTIOY 

M i  LCW 0,- 
Fw llouring 0 

OW 
Civ Retir/RlF 0 
Civ Moving 0 
Other 0 

MIL PER-L 
M i l  )kving 0 

OTHER 
IUP / RSE 0 
Environawntal 125 
Info Hanag. 0 
1-Time Othu 0 
Land 0 

TOTAL WE-TIME 8,125 

Total ----- 

RECURRING NET ----- (U<) ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OW 
RPW 
90s 
Unique *rat 
k r e t a k u  
Civ Salary 

CHAlWlt 
MIL PERUYUlEL 

M i l  Salary 
House ALLOM 

OTHER 
P r o c w r n t  
Miu ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique O t h e r  

TOTIL RECUR 

Total - ----  
0 

TOTIL NET -1 8,250 2,616 247 



APPROPRIATIWS DETAIL REPORT (CO6RA ~5.08) - Page  10/18 
D a t a  A s  O f  16:45 W/20/1995, Report C r e a t e d  18:49 06/20/1995; 

D e p a r t u n t  : NAW 
O p t i o n  Package  : NEYC ANNAPOLIS A l t  4 
S c e n a r i o  F i 10 : C:\COBRA%\WAWVBCRC\NsucAlR4.CDR 
S t d  F c t r r  F i l e  : C:\CWRA95YiAWW95DW.SFF 

Bsre:  NEYC P H I W E L P H I A ,  PA 
ONE-TIME COETS 
-----(&o----- 

19% ---- 
COMSTRUCTIOY 

M I  LCOY 0 
F a  M o w i n g  0 
L a d  P u r c h  0 

OW 
C I V  S M M v  

C i v  R I F s  0 
C i v  R e t l n  0 

C I V  H O V l f f i  
P e r  D i r  0 
WV M i l o 8  0 
n o m  P u r c h  0 
H ffi 0 
M i u  0 
HoU8. h t  0 
PPS 0 
RITA 0 

FREIGHT 
P u k i n g  0 
F r e i g h t  0 
V e h i c l e s  0 
D r i v i n g  0 

U n e n p l o y u n t  0 
OTHER 

P r o g r i m  P l n  0 
S h u t d o m  0 
New H i r e s  0 
1 - T i m e  Move 0 

M I L  PERSONNEL 
M I L  HOVIYG 

P e r  D i m  0 
WV M i l o 8  0 
HHG 0 
lliu 0 

OT HER 
Eli. P a  0 

OTHER 
HAP / RS€ 0 
E n v i  roromtal 0 
Info Manage 0 
1-T ime  O t h o r  3,647 

TOTAL WE-TIHE 3,&7 

T o t a l  - - - - -  



APPROPRIATIOYS DETAIL REWRT (COPIU ~5.08) - Page 11/18 
Data A. O f  16:45 06/20/1995, Report C r u t d  18:49 06/20/19958 

D ~ p r r t r n t  : YAW 
Option P u b  : NSUC ANNAPOLIS A l t  4 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COBRA95\NAWV)BCRC\N#IUlR4.CsR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA%\NAW\N9509OF.SFF 

Base: NSW PHIUDELPNIA, PA 
RECURRINGCOSTS -----(up.--- 1996 ---- 
PAM IKYISE OPS 0 
QW 

RPMA 0 
Ws 600 
Unique 0pu.t 0 
Civ Salary 0 
CWAWUS 0 
Caretaker 0 

MIL PERSOUNEL 
Off Salary 0 
En1 k l a r y  0 
Home A1 low 0 

OTHER 
Mission 0 
M i r c  Recur 0 
Unique O t h e r  0 

TOTAL REQT a 

Total ----- 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

T O T U  CWTS 4,247 

WE-TIME SAVES 
-----(ty)----- 

CWSTRUCTIOY 
MILCOY 
F m  Horviry 

QW 
1 - T i r  Hove 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land klr 
Envi r o m t a  1 
1-Tip. Other 

TOTAL WE-TINE 

Total - - - - -  

RECURRINCSAVES 
-----(ty)----- 

FAM mXlSE 09s 
ow 

RPWA 
90s 
Uniqw Op.r&t 
C i w  salary 
C M l P W  

MIL PERSOllllEL 
O f f  k l a r y  
En1 k l a r y  
llouw Allow 

OTHER 
Procurrwrt 
Mission 
Mi= Rww 
Uniqw O t h e r  

TOTAL RECUR 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REWRT (COORA 6.08) - Page 12/18 
D a t a  As O f  16:CS 06/20/1995, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  18:49 06/20/1995 

D e p a r t a m t  : HAW 
O p t i o n  C r l u g .  : Y#IC ANNMOLIS A l t  4 
S c m r i o  F i l e  : C:\~95\NAW\DBCRCWWCAlR4.EsR 
S t d  F c t n  F i l e  : C:\COPRA05W\N9SDBOf.SFF 

W e :  YOYC I N I W U P N I A ,  PA 
W - T I M  NET 
-----(%)----- 

1- ---- 
CWSTRUCTIOY 

ll1LCOY 0 
F r  Herring 0 

OW 
C i v  R e t i r / R I F  0 
C i v  wing 0 
O t h e r  0 

)I11 PERSOWYL 
n i l  noving 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
E n v i  r o n i a e n t a l  0 
Info Manage 0 
1 - T i m 8  O t h e r  3,647 
L a n d  0 

TOTAL W E - T I M  3,647 

T o t a l  - - - - -  

RECURRING NET 

FAM lKKlSE OPE 
OW 

R P M  
Bos 
U n i q r v  -rat 
Caretaker 
C i v  k lwy  

c w s  
M I L  PERSONNEL 
n i  L Salary 
H- A l l o w  

OTHER 
P r o c u r e m e n t  
M i a s i o n  
M i s c  R u 4 J r  
U n i q r v  O t h e r  

TOTAL RE- 

T o t a l  - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL YET COST 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - P a w  13/18 
D a t a  A s  O f  16:CS 06/20/1995, R e p o r t  C r e a t d  18:CO 06/20/1!W5 

Depar tmen t  : MAW 
O p t i o n  Package  : YrYC U l l U W L l S  A l t  4 
konario F i  L e  : C:\COBRA95\LUWWBCRC\YrUCA1R4.~ 
S t d  F c t r s  F i  l e  : C:\CWU95UUW\N95DWBOi:SFF 

Base: YRL, DC 
WE-TIHE COSTS 
-----(%)----- 
CWSTRUCT I OY 

M I  LCOY 
F u  W i n g  
L d  Purch 

OW 
C I V  S M M V  

C i v  R l F s  
C i v  R e t i r e  

C I V  W V I Y O  
P e r  D i r  
mv M i l e s  
noan Purch 
H f f i  
Mire 
H o r w  Wunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FRE 1 GHT 
P a c k i n g  
F r e i g h t  
V e h i c l e s  
D r i v i n g  

LkKaployunt 
OTHER 

P r o g r a m  P l a n  
UIutdovl 
Y o u  H i r o s  
1 - T i m  MOW 

M I L  PERSWNEL 
M I L  WVING 

P e r  D i r  
poll M i l e s  
nffi 
Miw 

OTHER 
E l i n  PU 

OTHER 
HAP / R t  
E m i  r o r m t a l  
Info Manage 
( -T ime O t h e r  

TOTAL OYE-TIME 

T o t a l  - - - - -  



APIROPRIATIOYS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA vS.08) - P.O. 14/18 
Data A. O f  16:45 06/20/1995, R e p o r t  C r u t d  18:49 06/20/1995i 

Dqmrtwnt : YAW 
Option C u k a g e  : Y#w: AIUIAWLIS ALt 4 
Scrrurio F i  Le : C:\#IBRA%\uw\DBCRC\NEYUlRi.CU 
Std F c t n  F i l e  : C:W%WWW9%UiOF.SFF 

Base: YRL, DC 
RECURRI NGCOSTS 
-----(%)----- 
FAN HOUSE OPS 
0&)( 
RPMA 
90s 
Unique Operat 
Civ salary 
CH AllPW 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off salary 
En1 salary 
Hame AL Leu 

OTHER 
Mi88ion 
M i r t  R u u r  
Uniqrw Other 

TOTU RECUR 

Total ----- 
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTU COSTS 0 100 0 0 0 0 

ONE-TIIY SAVES 
-----(U<)----- 
CONSTRUCTIOY 

M I  LCW 
FM Wawiw 
a 
1-1 i.a Move 

MIL PERSWUEL 
Mi\ W i n g  

OTHER 
Land salea 
E n v i r m t a l  
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total ----- 

RECURRINGSAVES 
---.-(%)----- 
FAW HOUSE OPE 
OW 

R W  
60!4 
Unique Operat 
c i v  salary 
UUWWC 

MIL PERSWEL 
Off salary 
Enl Salary 
Wee Atleu 

OTHER 
P r o c u r m t  
Misaion 
Mist Recur 
Uniqrw 0 t h  

TOTAL RECUR 

Total - ----  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL MVIYGE o o o o o a1 



APPRWRlATlOllS DETAIL REPORT (COMA 6.08) - PI* 15/18 
Data As O f  16:45 W/20/1995. Report Created 18:49 06/20/1995 

D - r t m n t  : YAW 
Option Cadcage : YSUCUMPOLIS A l t  4 
Scnr r io  F i  Le : C:\CWU%\UW\DBCRCV1#ICAlR4.CsR 
Std Fctrr F i l e  : C:~95\NAWU95DOOF.SFF 

Ban.: WRL, OC 
WE-TIME MET 
-----(%)----- 
CWSTRUCTIOY 
MILCOY 
FM llouring 

08n 
Civ Retir/RlF 
Civ W i n g  
Other 

MIL PERSWUEL 
M i l  l lovim 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envi ronwntal 
Info Manage 
l - T i r  Othw 
L a d  

TOTAL ONE-TIWE 

Total ----- 

RECURRlNG NET 
-----(U<)----- 
F M  W S E  WS 
0811 
RPMA 
ws 
Unique m a t  
Caretaker 
Civ k l r r y  

CHAWUS 
MIL PERSOWEL 

M i l  salary 
House Allov 

OTHER 
Procurvn t  
Mission 
Misc Rww 
Unique 0 t h  

TOTAL RECW 

Total - - - - -  
0 

TOTM NET COST 0 100 0 



APPROPRIATIWS DETAIL REWRT (COBRA ~5.08) - PI* 16/18 
Data As Of 16:45 06/20/1995, Report Created 18:49 06/20/19% 

Depar t rn t  : NAVY 
Option Pack- : YSUC UIIUPOCIS ALt 4 
Sc-rio F i l e  : C:\CCUMAPS\UAW\DIICRC~lR4.CsR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COORAPSWAW\Y95DW.SFF 

Base: LEASED SPACE, 10 
WE-TIWE COSTS 
-----(&()----- 

19% ---- 1997 -- - -  low ---- 
C(MISTRUCT1 W 
HI LCOY 0 0 0 
F u  H0uring 0 0 0 
L I l d  P ~ r c h  0 0 0 

OW 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIF8 0 0 0 
Civ Ret l re 0 0 0 

CIV m v 1 w  
Per D i m  0 0 0 
PW Hi  L u  0 0 0 
Hoar Purch 0 0 0 
HHG 0 0 0 
H i u  0 0 0 
HOUE. lknt 0 0 0 
PPS 0 0 0 
RITA 0 0 0 

FREIGHT 
Pecking 0 0 0 
Freight 0 0 0 
Vehicles 0 0 0 
Dr iv ing 0 0 0 

llnenploymnt 0 0 0 
01 HER 
Progrm P l r n  0 0 0 
Shutdown 0 0 0 
You H i r u  0 0 0 
1-Time move 0 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MII. mv1NG 
Per D i r  0 0 0 
POV H i l r  0 0 0 
HHG 0 0 0 
H i w  0 0 0 

OTHER 
ELim PCL 0 0 0 

OTHER 
HAP / REE 0 0 0 
Enwi r m n m t a l  0 0 0 
In fo  Manage 0 0 0 
1 - T i r  Other 0 0 0 

TOTAL OUE-TIIY 0 0 0 

Total - - - - -  



APPROPRIATIWS DETAIL REWRT (COMA v5.08) - Page 17/18 
D a t a  As Of 16:45 06/20/199S, Repor t  Crea ted  18:CP 06/20/1995 

Department  : YAW 
O p t i o n  P.ck.g. : N#IC AYYAWCIS A l t  4 
Scmr io  F i l e  : C : \ C O B R A % \ N A W \ D ~ C ~ l R 4 . ~  
S t d  F c t n  C i  1. : C:\mPP.%WW\N95DOOF.SFF 

Base: LEASED SPACE, 
RECURRINGCOSTS 
-----(%)----- 
FAN I(OUS€ OPS 
OW 

RPMA 
ws 
Uniw Opera t  
C i v  s a l a r y  
C H W S  
k r e t a k w  

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  k l a r y  
En1 S a l a r y  
House A l l o w  

OTHER 
M i s s i o n  
M i r c  R r c w  
Uniqrw O t h e r  

TOTU REm 

T o t a l  Beyond - ----  - - - - - -  
0 0 

TOTAL COSTS 0 0 0 

WE-TIME SAVES -----(a)----- 
CWSTRUCT I W 
MILCOY 
F u  Ilorring 

WII 
1 - T i m  Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  moving 

OTHER 
L8nd s81# 
E n v i r o m e n t a l  
1 - T i m  O t h e r  

TOTAL W E - T I E  

T o t a l  ----- 

RECURRINGSAVES 
-----($K)----- 
FAll llOUS€ OPS 
OW 

RPMA 
BOs 
Uniqrw Opera t  
C i v  s81u-y 
C#AIIPW 

MIL PER-L 
O f f  S a l a r y  
Enl k l a r y  
H a m e  A l l o w  

OTHER 
P r o c u r r r n t  
M i s s i o n  
M i s c  Recur 
Unique O t h e r  

TOTAL RECUR 

T o t a l  Beyond - - - - -  - - - - - -  
0 0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 



APPROPRIATIOUS DETAIL REPWT (CWRA ~5.08) - P.ge 18/18 
D a t a  A s  O f  16:45 W/20/1995, R e p o r t  C r e a t d  18:49 06/20/1995 

D e p a r t m e n t  : YAW 
O p t i o n  P.cka@e : NSUC AIU lAWLIS  A l t  4 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\CWRA%UUW\DOCRC\N#ICAlR4.CBR 
S t d  F c t n  F i l e  : C:1NIPnr95VIAWU95WOF.SFF 

h e :  LEAs€o SPhCE, )ID 
OW-TIE NET 1996 1997 -----(a)----- ---- ---- 1998 ---- 
CWSTRUCTIOY 

MILCOY 0 0 0 
F u  llouriw 0 0 0 

OW 
C i v  R e t i r / R I F  0 0 0 
C i v  Moving 0 0 0 
O t h e r  0 0 0 

M I L  PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 0 0 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 0 
E n v i  ronawntal 0 0 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 0 0 
1 - T i u  other 0 0 0 
L a n d  0 0 0 

T O T U  ONE-TIME 0 0 0 

T o t a l  - - - - -  

RECURRING NET 
-----(W)----- 
FAH NOUSE OPE 
OW 

RPClA 
90T 
Uniqu8 Op.cat 
Caretaker 
C i v  salary 

CHANF'US 
M I L  PERSWNEL 

M i L  salary 
nouse A l l w  

OTHER 
P r o c w v r n t  
M i s s i o n  
Nisc R e c u r  
Unigw O t h e r  

TOTAL RECUR 

Beyond ------  
0 

T o t a l  ----- 
0 

TOTAL NET COST 0 0 0 0 0 0 



PERSWNEL, SF, RPIU,  AND WS DELTAS ( m R A  ~5.08) 
Data A. O f  16:45 06/20/1995, Report C r u t d  18:49 06/20/1995 

Dyrsrtmnt : NAW 
Option Pack- : NEYC ANNAPOLIS A l t  4 
Oc.rur i o  F i  1. : C: \COBRA95\NAW\DBCRCU~lR4 .Cs l  
Std Fctrs F i le  : C:\COBRA~~\NAW\N~SD~~OF.SFF 

Pmonw l  SF 
Oue ---. Chwrg.- -----. ------- Chng. Chg/Per ------ ------- ----.-. 
NEW: MYAPOLIS -420 -100% -629,000 -100% 1,498 
NSWC CARDEROCW 20 1% 18.W 1% 920 
NSW: PHIWLPYIA 280 18% 0 OX 0 
YRL 0 OX 0 OX 0 
LEA- SPACE 0 OX 0 OX 0 

RPIIA(S) 
Oue ---. ch.ng. xchsng. Chu- ------  ------- ----*-- 

YEW: ANNAPOLIS -2,7U,000 -100% 6,533 - 
NSUC CARDERWC 30,382 1% 1,519 
NSUC PHIWELPHIA 0 OX 0 
NRL 0 OX 0 
LEASED OPMT 0 OX 0 

RPIUBOE(s) 
Base Chanae %Change Chg/Per ---- ------ ------- - - - - - - -  
NSUC ANNAPOLIS -6,259,983 -123% 14,905 
NSUC CARDEROCW 233,179 1% 11,659 
NSUC PHllADELPHIA 1,548,157 0% 5,529 
NRL 0 OX 0 
LEASED SPACE 0 OX 0 



Depmrtmmt : WCIW 
Option Package : YEYC ANNAPOLIS A L t  4 
Scrnrrio Fi 18 : C:\COORA%\MW\DBCRC\NSYU1UU~ 
Std Fctrs Fit8 : C:\UBRA%WAW\M950BOF.SFF 

IetChanae(SK) 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ZOO1 Total Beyond -------------- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- ------ 
RPMA Change -376 -1,358 -2,154 -2,416 -2,522 -2,641 -11,467 -2,714 
Bos 685 761 -567 -823 -1,032 -1,765 -2,741 -1,765 
W i n g  thee 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o .............................................................................. 
TOTAL CWGES 309 -597 -2,721 -3,239 -3,554 - 4 , ~  - 1 4 , ~ ~  -4,479 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COQRA 6.011) 
D a t a  A. O f  16:45 06/20/1995, Repor t  C r e a t d  18:49 06/20/1995 

Departmant  : YAW 
O p t i o n  Pack- : NSUC U U U W L I S  A L t  4 
S c e n a r i o  F i  1. : C:\COORA%\YAW\DBCRCUISWA1R4.COI 
S t d  F c t n  F i l e  : C : ~ 9 5 U U W U 9 5 D U O F . S F F  

I W T  SCREEN WE - WLERM SCEYARIO INFORllATIOY 

Ilod.1 do.@ T i m - h i m  of cautnrtion/Ehutdon: Yea 

9.c. Ysr St ra tegy :  --------- --------- 
NSUC ANNAPOLIS, 10 Closes  in FY 2001 
NSUC CARDEROCY, 10 R e a l i g r r m t  
NSUC PHILADELPHIA, PA Rea l  i g r r u r n t  
NRL, DC Reali-t 
LEASED SPACE, 10 R e a l i g l l ~ l e n t  

suarawry: -------- 
UOSE NSUC D e t  ANNAPOLIS, INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (MIKE SITE). COYEOLIDATE 
AT NEUC PHI WELPHIA. R~LOUTE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 

THIS I S  A CamISSIOY IIODIFIED CODRA TO CORRECT BOS =-PAYROLL COSTS FOll 
NEW: ANNAPOLIS AND N W  PHIWELPHIA. CHANGES R P M  & WS HOW-PAYROLL TO 
WTCN DON REVISED W I S S I O Y .  CNAWES N W E R  OF PERS ELIMINATED AIY) REALIGNED. 

I W T  SCUEEY TYO - DISTANCE TAME 

F r o l l  Base: ---------- 
NrUC ANWAPOLIS, 10 
NSUC ANNAPOLIS, 10 
NSUC ANNAPOLIS, 10 
NSUC -IS, 10 

To Base: D i  stance: - - - - - - - - - --------  
NSUC CARDEROCT, 10 4 1  m i  
NSUC PHILADELPHIA, PA 123 m i  
NRL, DC 34 mi  
LEASED SPACE, 10 5 mi  

INPUT SCREEN THREE - IWENENT TAME 

T r a r f e r s  fra NSUC AYYAWLIS, 10 t o  NSUC CARDEROCK, 10 

O f f i c e r  P o s i t i o n s :  
E n l i s t e d  P o s i t i o n :  
C i v i l i n  P o e i t i w :  
S tudent  P o s i t i o n :  
nisan E q p t  (tons): 
S w t  E q p t  (tons): 
M i  L i ta ry  L ight  V l i c l u :  
H e a v y / r p r c i a l  V l i c l e a :  

O f f i c e r  P o a i t i a n :  
E n l i s t o d  P o a i t i w :  
C i v i  L i n  P o s i t i o n :  
student P o r i t i w :  
n i s ~  Eqpt  (ton): 
srppt Eqpt  (tons): 
M i l i t a r y  L i g h t  Veh ic les :  
Heavy/rp.ciml V o h i c L r :  



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.W) - PIO. 2 
Data A8 O f  16:45 06/20/1995, R I p o r t  C r u t d  18:49 06/20/1995 

Departunt : YAW 
Option P a c b  : YfYC AWWAWLIS A l t  4 
S c m r i o  F i  l e  : C:\COORA%\IUWWBCRC\wSYU1R4.Csl 
Std Fctrr F i l e  : C:\~95WAWU95DW.SFF 

INPUT ScREml THREE - llovElENT TAME 

Trmfur f ra  YfYC AYYAWLIS, 10 t o  YRL, OC 

1996 ---- 
Off icw C o r i t i o n :  0 
E n l i r t d  Pori t ion: 0 
C i v i l i n  Pori t ion: 0 
S t u d n t  Posit ion: 0 
M i r r n  Eqpt (ton): 0 
Suppt Eqpt (ton) : 0 
M i  1 i tary Light Vohiclw: 0 
Huvy/Sp.daL Vehicles: 0 

Tramfor8 fra IiSUC UUIAWLIS, 10 t o  LEASE0 SPACE, 10 

1996 1997 ----  ---- 
Officer Posi t ion: 0 0 
E n l i s t d  Posit ion: 0 0 
Civ i l ian Posit ion: 0 0 
studnt Pori tion: 0 0 
Miom Eqpt (ton): 0 10 
Suppt Eqpt (taro): 0 0 
Mi l i tary  Light Vohiclu: 0 0 
Hmvy/SprciaL Vohiclaa: 0 0 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC EASE INFORllATlOll 

Totr l  Officer -1oyno: 
Total E n l i r t d  E@oy...: 
Totr l  Student Erp1oy.u: 
Totr l  Civi 1 in Eqloyou: 
M i l  F u i l i u  Living On baa: 
C i v i l i w  Yet Y i l l i ng  To bv8: 
O f f i c w  llowiry Unitr  Avail: 
E n l i r t d  Housing Unitr  Avail: 
Totr l  Base Facilities(KSF): 
O f f i c u  VHA ($/Month): 
E n l i s t d  VHA ($/Month): 
Per D i r  Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost <S/Ton/Mil.): 

Totr l  Officer bp1oy.u: 
Total E n l i r t d  Eaployee8: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civi lin Eaploym: 
n i l  F u i  l iw  Living On lbe:  
C i v i l i u u  Not U i l l i ng  To mow: 
O f f i c u  llousing Units Avail: 
E n l i r t d  Housing Unitr Avail: 
Total Base FaciLi t i .s(W): 
Officer VHA ($/Month): 
En1 irtd V I U  (S/llonth): 
Per O i r  Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost (S/Ton/Mile): 

lWlA Yon-Payroll (%/Year): 
C o l n i c a t i o n  (%/Year): 
WL Yon-Payroll (WYew): 
WL Plyr0tL (MYmr): 
Fm i l y  Yorring (WYur): 
Arw C#t Factor: 
CUMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit): 
ctuwuS Out-Pat ($/Visit): 
C m  Shif t  t o  Medicare: 
Act iv i ty  Cod.: 

b n o m o r  Assistance Progrm: 
Uniqrw Act iv i ty Infomation: 

RPMA Won-Payroll (WYwr): 
Coaanicatiaro (WYear): 
BOS Yon-Payroll (WYear): 
BOS Payroll (UyYear): 
Fmi l y  W i n g  (%/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAllPW In-Pat (S/Viri t): 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit): 
c w w s  aift t o  W~CWO: 
Act iv i ty Cod.: 

llarovwr k r i r t n c e  Progru: 
Uniqrw Act iv i ty inforrstion: 



IYWI DATA REPORT (COIORA v5.W) - P.B. 3 
Data Air Of 16:45 06/20/1995, Report Crwted 18:49 06/20/19% 

Deportmt : YAW 
Option Prkage : Y#K: ANNAPOLIS A l t  4 
S c m r i o  F i  l e  : C:\CWRA%\WW\DBCRCWWlR4.= 
Std Fctrs F i le  : CX~%VUW\NMD~OF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC EASE INFORMTIOH 

Total O f f  i c w  Eq1ay.w: 6 WHA Yon-Payroll ( S K / Y . . r ) :  
Tote1 Enlisted Eqlgw: 11 C o l m i c a t i o n  (Wur): 
Total S t u d m t  fpploynr: 0 rn Ycn-Plyroll (Wur): 
Total Civi lin Enploy...: 1,498 108 Payroll (UVTwr): 
M i l  F r i L i u  Living Qn k..: 25.0% F r i l y  Youing (WYur): 
C i v i l i w  Mot Y i l l i m  To Ikve: 6.0% Arm Cost Flctor: 
o f f icer  ~ou8ing unit; ~ v a i l :  0 CWA~~WI ~n-pat   isit): it): 
Enli8t.d llouim Unit8 Avdk: 0 CltAWUS --Pat <s/Vi8it): 
Total ku Flc i~ i t iw(KSf) :  
Officer VHA (smonth): 
Enlisted V I U  ($/Month): 
Per D i r  Rate ($/Day): 
Freight h t  (UT0n/Wi 18): 

Total Officer Elploy.#: 
Total Enlisted Enployoes: 
Tot81 Studwrt -10y008: 
Tot81 C i v i l i n  ql0yO88: 
nit F u i l i u  l i v i ng  QI ku: 
C i v i l i n r  not Mi l l ing To Hove: 
Officer Herring Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Totrl h e  Faci Litin(KSF): 
Officer VHA <$/Month): 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 
Per D i w  Rate ($/Day): 
Freight C a t  (S/Tor\/Mi 18): 

Total Officer EqAaynr: 
Totrl Enlisted Enploy008: 
Total Studmt wloyno: 
Total Civi lin Eqloy..r: 
M i l  F r i L i oa  Living On ku: 
C i v i l i w  not Y i l l i ng  ToHove: 
Officer Youing Units Avail: 
Enlistod Ilocwing W i t s  Avail: 
Totrl Base Fui l i t in(KSF):  
O f f i c u  VIM wlk3nul): 
Enlisted VHA (S/Manth): 
Per D i r  R8te ($/Day): 
Freight Cost (S/Tor\llli le): 

CWAllPW shift t o  medicwe: 
Act iv i ty code: 

lorovwr h u i s t n c e  Progru: 
Uniqrr Act iv i ty Informstion: 

WHA Yon-Payroll (SWT.rr):  
Co~un i c8 t i on  (WYwr): 
108 Nan-Payroll (WV..r): 
108 Payroll (WYw): 
F u i l y  llouriw (WYmr): 
Are8 Cwt F r t w :  
CHAMPUS In-Pat (S/Virit): 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat CS/Visit): 
C W S  Shift to  Ikdicare: 
Act iv i ty Cod.: 

H o r o v w r  Assistance Progrm: 
Uniqrw Act iv i ty Information: 

RPMA Yon-Payrol l (WYur): 
Coaunicatian (&(/Year): 
BOS Hon-Payroll (WYw): 
KS Payroll (WYe8r): 
FwiLy I k u i n g  (WYear): 
Area Co8t Fu tw :  
CllAWUS In-Pat ($/Visit): 
UUllPUs Out-Pet (S/Visit): 
CHAI(WL Shift to  Medicare: 
Act iv i ty w e :  

I(oromr A u i s t n u  Progrm: 
Unique Act iv i ty Informtion: 



IYWI DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 ) )  - P q e  4 
Data An Of 16:45 06/20/1995, R . p o r t  C r u t d  18:49 06/20/1995 

&mrr io  Fi lj t C : \ ~ 9 5 V I A W \ D B C R C \ Y # I U 1 U U ~  
Std F c t n  F i le  : C:~95WWU105DW.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN F I E  - DYWIC BASE IYFORNATIOY 

1 - T i n  Uniqrw Coat (SKI: 
1 - T i n  Uniqrv k v e  (St): 
1-Time Moving Comt (SK): 
1-Time Moving k v e  (SK): 
Em Yon-MiLCon Reqd(SK): 
Activ M i r s i a l  coat (SKI: 
Activ Mirsion k v e  (Uo: 
Miac Recurring Coat(SK): 
Misc Recurring Save(%): 
Land (*Buy/-klu) (SK): 
Construction Ech.duLe(%): 
Shutdon schedule ( X ) :  
nilcon coat ~voidnctw): 
Fam W i n g  Avoidnc(SK): 
Procurvnt  AvoichcOSK): 
C H A W  In-PationtJYr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patinta/Yr: 
F u i l  ShutDon<KSF): 

1-Tim Unigw Coat (SKI: 
!-Tim Uniqrv k v e  (tw): 
1 - T i n  Moving Cost (SKI: 
1-Time Moving Save (SKI: 
Em Yon-MiLCan ReqdCSK): 
Activ Miu ion Coat (SK): 
Activ Miaaion Save (SKI: 
Miac Recurring Cost(%): 
Miac Recurring kve(W): 
Land (+Buy/-Salea) (SKI: 
Construction schedule(%): 
Shutdam rch.duLe (X): 
MiLCon Coat Awidnc(U0: 
Fw Yousing Avoidnc(SK): 
Procur-t Avoidnc(SK): 
CHAHWS In-Patiants/Yr: 
CHAWUS Out-Pmtiontsflr: 
F u i  1 ShutDown<KSF): 

1 - T i n  Uniqrv Coat (Uo: 
1-Tim hi- Save (SKI: 
1-Tim Moving Comt (SK): 
1 - T i n  w i n g  save (W: 
E m  Yon-Ililcon R.qd<tw): 
Activ Miu ion Coat (SK): 
Activ Miu ion k v e  OK): 
Iliac Recurring CoatCUO: 
M i r t  R.cwring Save(%): 
Land <+Buy/--lea) (SKI: 
Constnwtion kh.duL.(X): 
Shutdam Ochcdrle (%): 
M i  LCon Coat Avoidnc(SK): 
F u  Yousing Avoidnc(SK): 
Procurment Avoichc(SK): 
CHAWWS In-Pationts/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
F K ~  i fhutDon(KSF): 

lW7 1- 1999 zoo0 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
9,000 9,000 2,000 2,000 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc F u i l y  llouring ShutDoun: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
2,400 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc F w i  Ly W i n g  ShutDon: 

lW7 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- - ---  ---- 
223 3 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

521 521 521 521 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc F w i l y  louring ShutDon: 



INPUT DATA REPORT ( C O W  ~5.08) - P.g. 5 
Data k O f  16:45 06/20/1995, Roport C r r t d  18:49 06/20/1995 

D - r t m t  : YAW 
Option Puk.O.  : Y#K ANNAPOLIS A L t  4 
Skonario F i  Le : C:\COI)M%\AW\DOCRC\w#IU1R4.CsR 
Std Fctrr F i l e  : C:\r-MPr%YUWU9SWOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIW - DVWIC BASE XNFORMTIU 

Yu*: NRL, DC 
1996 ---- 

1 - T i u  Uniqw Cort (SKI: 0 
1-Time Uniqrw k w  (SK): 0 
1-Time Moving Coat (SK): 0 
1 - T i r  Moving k w  (SK): 0 
Em Non-Mi LCon R.qd(SK): 0 
Activ Miu ian Coat (SKI: 0 
Activ Miu ion &w (SK): 0 
M i u  Rocwring Cort(SK): 0 
Mire Ruurring kw(Si0: 0 
Land  buy/-sales) (SKI: 0 
Con8truction tch.bLe(%): OX 
Shutdown Schuhle (XI: OX 
MiLCon Cost Awichc(SK): 0 
F a n  Housing Avoidnc(SK): 0 
P r o c u r ~ t  Avoidnc(SK): 0 
CHAWS In-Patints/Yr: 0 
CHAWS Out-Patints/Yr: 0 
Faci 1 ShutDOYn(KSF): 0 

Nsu: LEASED SPACE, m 

1-Tim Uniqw Coat (SKI: 
1 - T i r  Uniqw k w  (SK): 
1 - T i r  Moving Coat (SK): 
1-Tiw Moving &w (%I: 
Em Nan-MiLCon R.qd(SK): 
Activ Miu ion Cort OK): 
Activ M i u i o n  k w  (SK): 
M i =  nocurring coat(%): 
Mirc Rlcurring kvo(SK): 
L d  (+Buy/-&L#) (SK): 
Construction tchduLe(%): 
ShutQn tch.bl. (%I: 
M i  tcon cost Avoidnc(SK): 
Fm Hwsing Awidnc(SK): 
Procurment Awidnc(%): 
CHAHPW In-Pat intr f l r :  
CIIAMPUS Out-Pationtrflr: 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 

1007 1- 1999 2000 ---- ---- - - - -  ---- 
100 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
OX OX OX OX 
OX OX OX 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family W i n g  ShutDon: 

1007 1998 1999 ZOO0 ---- -*-- ---- ---- 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
OX OX OX OX 
OX OX OX OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Fmi ly  W i n g  ShutDon: 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PEREOUllEL INFORMATIOW 

Name: NSYC ANNAPOLIS, 10 

O f f  Force S t n r  Churg.: 
En1 Force Stnw Chsng.: 
Civ Force Struc Churg.: 
Stu Force Struc Chsng.: 
O f f  Sconario Ch-: 
En1 Scenario Churg.: 
Civ Sconario Churg.: 
O f f  Change(No &L kw): 
En1 Chenge(No kl Saw): 
Civ Chenge(W0 Sat Save): 
Caretaken - M i  1 i tary: 
k r e t a k u r  - Civi Lim: 



IYWf DATA REWRT (CWM ~5.08) - Paw 6 
Data A 8  Of 14:45 06/20/1995, R e p o r t  C r u t d  18:49 06/20/1995 

Dapsrtmnt : YAW 
Option Package : NSUC AYIUPOLIS ALt 4 
Scenario F i le  : C:\COBRA95\1UW\DBCRC\NEUCAlR4.~ 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBlU95VIAWU95DW.SFF 

Description U t rO Neu M i  LCon R r h . b  MiLCon Total Coot(%) ------------ --- - - ---------- ------------ -------------- 
Materiel8 L PCOCY.. RDTlE 10,000 
MFL L IIEF I P T U  8,400 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEM OW - P€RSWNEL 

Percmt Off icor8 Murid: 71 .TOX 
Percnt En1 i s t d  Murid: 60. 10% 
En1 l s t d  Houring M i  LConr 98.00X 
Officer k l u y ( S / Y w ) :  76,781.00 
O f f  D M  with D.pnd_l.nts(S): 7,925.00 
E n l i s t d  klary(S/Y..r): 33,178.00 
En1 sAQ with Dlpwdmts(S): 5,251.00 
AvgUneaployCost(S/Y..lr): 174.00 
Unenployrwnt ELigibiiity(Ueeks): 18 
C i v i l i n  kluy(WYe8r): 54,691.00 
C i v i l i n  Tumovu Rate: 15.00% 
Civi Liw Early Retire Rate: 10.00% 
Civ i l ian Regular Retire Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i ~  R I F  Ply Factor: 39.00% 
SF F i le  D a :  YAW DBOF MAC95 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TW - FACILITIES 

RPllA Building SF Coat Index: 0.93 
000 Index (RPIIA vs population): 0.54 

(Indices w e  ud u ucponntr) 
Progrw Ilursgemmt Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker khnin(SF/kre): 162.00 
Ilothb.11 Cort (/SF): 1.25 
Avg B8cheLor Qurt.n(SF): 294.00 
Avg F ~ r i l y  Ou8rters<SF): 1.00 
APPDET.RPT In f  l s t i on  Rates: 
1996: 0.005 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ E u l y  Retire Pay Futor: 9.00% 
Pr io r i t y  P l a c r m t  krv ico:  60.00% 
CPS Ac t i on  Involving Pa: 50.00% 
C i v i l i m  PCS Corts ($1: 28,800.00 
C i v i l i n  Nou Nire CootCS): 0.00 
Y l t  Win lor Pr iuO):  114,600.00 
H o r  $810 Rei.buru Rate: 10.00% 
)o( NOT Sale Rei.blYs(S): 22,385.00 
H o m  Purch Rei.buru Rate: 5.00% 
Max llaw Purch Rei.krrs(S): 11,191.00 
C i v i l i n  l h m m n i n f d  Rate: 64.00% 
W llaw Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
IUP llowowwr Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE N o r  Value Reillburw Rate: 0.00% 
RSE llowowwr Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

R l h b  VS. YOU M i  [Con Ca6t: 75.00% 
Info l l u v g u n t  Account: 0.00% 
M i  l C m  Design Rate: 9.00% 
M i  icon SIOH Rate: 6.00% 
MiLCon Contingwwy P l n  Rate: 5.00% 
M i  LCon Site Preparation Rate: 39.00% 
D i u w n t  RateforNPV.RPT/ROI: 2.75% 
Inf la t ion Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 0.00% 

Ik tu ia l /Ass ignd  Puwn(Lb): 710 
NHG Per O f f  F r i l y  (Lb): 14,500.00 
NHE P u  En1 i m i l y  (Lb): 9,000.00 
NHG Per M i l  single (Lb): 6,100.00 
NHG P u  C i v i l i m  (Lb): 18,000.00 
lot81 NJ& cost (W1OOI.b): 35.00 
A i r  T r n r p o r t  (S/P.u Mile): 0.20 
Misc Exp (S/Dir.ct -lay): 700.00 

Equip Pack L Crate(S/Ton): 284.00 
n i l  ~ i g h t  ~ . h l c l e < ~ / ~ i l e ) :  0.31 
Nuvy/Spec V.hicle<S/MiLe): 3.M 
POV Rei.kwrrmt(S/Mi 1.1: 0.18 
Avg M i l  Tour Lrngth (Years): 4.17 
Rout in  PCS(S/Pers/Tour): 3,763.00 
- - T i n  Off PCS coot($): 4,527.00 
O m - T i m  En1 PCS Cost(S): 1,403.00 



INPUT DATA REmT (COIORA 6.08)  - Page 7 
Data A. O f  16:45 06/20/1995, Report C r u t d  18:49 W2011995 

Dopar-t : YAW 
Option Puk8@0 x YWC -1s A l t  4 
k r r v r i o  F i l e  r C:\COBRA95UUW\DBCRCW#IU1U.CU 
Std F c t n  F i l e  : Ct~95WWU19SWOF.SFF 

STNDARD FACT- SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY COYSTRUCTIOY 

kt.gory - - - - - - - - 
Horizontal 
Uaterf rat 
A i r  Operation 
Operation81 
Administrative 
school Buildin@@ 
Maintenance Shop8 
Bachelor Quarters 
F u i  Ly Qrurtm 
Covered Storage 
Dining F u i l i t i u  
Recreation F a c i l i t i w  
Connrnication F a d l  
Shipyard k i n t m m c e  
ROT L E F a c i l i t i w  
POL storage 
Aanwnition stor.9. 
Medical Fldl i t iw 
Emi ronmta l  

UI - - 
(SY) 
CLF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
<SF) 
<SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
CEA) 
(SF) 
<SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
<SF) 
(SF) 
(MI 
(SF) 
(SF) 
( ) 

Option81 ktrOwy A ( 1 
Option81 Cat- B < ) 
Option81 category C ( 
Option81 kt- D ( 1 
Option81 Category E < ) 
Option81 category F ( ) 
Option81 k tegory G ( ) 
Option81 Category H < 1 
Option81 kt- I ( 1 
Option81 c8trgwy J ( 
Option81 cat.gory K < ) 
Option81 Category L ( 
Option81 ktrgory M ( 1 
Optiorul Category N < ) 
Option81 k t r O w y  0 ( ) 
Option81 kt.gory P ( ) 
Option81 CatoQ0l.y Q < ) 
Option81 Cat- R ( ) 

2. Chng.d lWlA YorrPayroll for Y#K: Philadelphia t o  S2,TO;IY; 10( Yon-Payroll 

to  $12,583; nd IOL Payroll t o  Sl6,1321[. 

3. N w c  Phi l  RPW Yon-pryroll t o  U,537Y. 

4. Ctwwd NSUC Phi l  IOI Yon-payroll to  S16,lU. 

5. Changed nrPkr of per8 eliminated from 139 t o  120. 

6. Changed nukr of prrs realigned from 281 t o  300. 



Document Separator 



Naval Surface Warfare Center - Carderock, Detacllment Annapolis, MD 

DOD RECOhIMENDATION: 
Close NS\IrC, Carderock Division, Detachment Annapolis, including the NIKE Site, Bayhead Road, Annapolis. 

Transfer the he1 storagelref~leling sites and the water treatment facilities to Naval Station, Annapolis to support the U.S. Naval Academy 
and Navy housing. 
Relocate appropriate functions, personnel, equipment and support to other tccllnicnl activities, priinnrily NSWC, Carderock Division, 
Detachment, I'hiladclphia, PA; NSWC, Carderock Division, Carclerock, kII1; :tnd Naval Research Laboratory, Washi~lgton, DC. 

Joint Speclrum Center (DoD cross-service tenant) will be relocated with otller conlponents of the Center i11 the local area as appropriate. 

11 CRITERIA I REVISKI) 130D ItECOIMMENDATION I I 
11 MILITARY VALUE 1 8 o f  13 I I 

I 
- - -  .- 

11 IORCE STRUCTURE NIA I I 
t 
1 ONE-TIME COSTS ($ h4) 

' ANNUAL SAVLNGS ($ M) 
RETURN ON IN\TESTMENT 

NET PRESENT VALUE ($ M) 

24.6 

135.3 
BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) 

I'ERSONNEL EI,Ih/lINATED (MIL 1 CIV) 
15.6 

11138 
PLItSONNEL REALIGNED (MIL / CIV) 

ECONOMIC IMI'ACT (BRAC 95 / CUM) 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

11280 



ISSUES 
Naval Surface Warfare Center - Csrderoclc, Detacllrnent Annapolis, MD 

ISSUE 

Impact of loss of Deep Pressure 
Tank and Fluid Dynamics 
Facility 

1 -  DOD POSITION I C O ~ ~ I U N I T Y  POSITION I R&A STAFF FINDINGS 
- - - - - -  

Facilities can be abandoned after 
200 1 (earlier position was 1998) 

Is work performed by 
governnlent employees in 
preparation for a move a cost of 
the move? 

I paying rent. 1 Governlneot property. I contractor off-site in lensed 

Facilities needed b y - N a y  after 
closure 

Joint Spectruln Center P S W C  
tenant) 

space would generate sinlilar 
savings 

Navy says that facilities can be 
abandoned after 200 1. Unable 
to accurately predict cost of 

Not a COBRA cost 

cost of additional operating 
costs offsets savings from not 

chlorofl~iorocarrbon (CFC ) 
project is completed 

Costs nlust be recognized 

Savings can be achieved by Moving and occupyi~lg 
keeping tenant and host on Government-Owned space, with 

Does Navy need to retairl 
refrigeration R & D capability? 

conducting tests through 
alternative means 

Costs have been reflected 
because billets could be 
eliminated more rapidly 

needed even after 
Annapolis personnel not required 

COBRA treatrnent of moving 
costs 

Refrigeration R & D will be 

COBRA is correct 

Revised COBRA realigns staff 

DoD untlcrstated nloving c~osts Revised COBRA reasonably 
reflects moving costs 



ISSUES 
Naval Surface Warfare Center - Carclerocl~, Detacllment Annapolis, MD 

(Continued) 

ISSUE 

Costs of running base until 2001 

Base is surrounded by Naval 
1 Station Annapolis and Severn 
River 

Dynamics Facility, retention of 
refrigeration R &r D personnel, 
and addition of moving costs 

Don POSITION 

COBRA needs no revision 

COBRA excursion reflects 
keeping base open, and 
nlaintenance of CFC and Fluid 

No position 

COhlRlUNITY POSI'I'ION 

Costs of running base until 2001 
are not reflected in cost analysis 

Navy will not be able,to 
of its property significantly affect projected 

savin~s  

Costs and personnel changes not 
required 

Joint Spcclmrn Center on NS WC 
compound and moving its 
contractor onto compound; 

R&A STAFF FINDINGS 

Revised COBRA reasollably 
reflects adjusted base opemtinp 
costs 

Moving costs still understated; 
MILCON understated; savings 
could be recognized by keeping -- $81.2 M 

1 -time costs $55.6 M 

ROI 3 years 
addi tionnl overhead personnel are 
needed during final years; 

Recurring $ 0.5 





Naval Surface Warfare Center - Carderock, Detachment Annapolis, MD 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: 
Close NSWC, Carderock Division, Detachment Annapolis, including the NIKE Site, Bayhead Road, Annapolis. 

Transfer the fuel storagelrefueling sites and the water treatment facilities to Naval Station, Amapolis to support the U.S. Naval Academy 
and Navy housing. 
Relocate appropriate functions, personnel, equipment and support to other technical activities, primarily NSWC, Carderock Division, 
Detachment, Philadelphia, PA; NS WC, Carderock Division, Carderock, MD; and Naval Research Laboratory, Washington, DC. 

Joint Spectrum Center (DoD cross-service tenant) will be relocated with other components of the Center in the local area as appropriate. 

11 CRITERIA 1 REVISED DOD RECOMMENDATION 11 

I MILITARY VALUE 

FORCE STRUCTURE N/A 

I( ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 

I 
- - 

RETURN ON INVESTMENT 

NET PRESENT VALUE ($ M) 135.3 
[I BASE OPERZTING BUDGET ($ M) 15.6 11 
I[ PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MIL I CIV) I 11138 II [I PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MIL I CIV) 11280 [[ 
1) ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC 95 I CUM) 1 - 0.0 % / - 0.6 % 11 

ENVIRONMENTAL No Significant Issues 



ISSUES REVIEWED 
Naval Surface Warfare Center - Carderock, Detachment Annapolis, MD 

Can Navy afford to lose two major facilities slated for 
abandonment (Deep Pressure Tank and Fluid Dynamics 
Facility)? 
Cost of testing alternatives in absence of Deep Pressure and 
Fluid Dynamics Facility 
Is downtime associated with movement of other facilities from 
Annapolis to Philadelphia acceptable in terms of impact on 
major programs (particularly CFC replacement)? 
Since Civil Servants are already on the Navy payroll, can they 
be directed to move equipment instead of performing research 
and there is no cost for that work? 
Financial implications of enabling tenant to remain on base 
Financial implications of enabling tenant's contractor to move 
on base, assuming that base remains open 
Are other costs associated with the proposed move correct? 
No base is closed 
Synergy with Naval Academy 
Incorrect BOS and RPMA costs in COBRA 
Water and fuel dispensinglservice provided to USNA 
Industrial Base issues 
MILCON at Philadelphia 
Were costs of contractor support for move improperly 
excluded? 
Were parts associated with movement of equipment 
improperly excluded? 

Are inputs to military values reasonably presented, particularly 
with regard to Quality of Life? 
Are other aspects of' military value, such as publications, crime, 
etc. correct? 



ISSUES 
Naval Surface Warfare Center - Carderock, Detachment Annapolis, MD 

ISSUE 

Is work performed by I ~ o t  a COBRA cost 

DoD POSITION 

Impact loss Pressure 
Tank and Fluid Dynamics 
Facility 

government employees in I 

Facilities can be after 
200 1 (earlier position was 1998) 

preparation for a move a cost of 
the move? 

I 

Joint Center (NSWC I Cost of additional owratine 
tenant) - I costs offsets savings &om not 

paying rent. 

I 

COBRA treatment of moving I COBRA is correct 

Does Navy need to retain 
refrigeration R & D capability? 

costs I 

Annapolis personnel not required 

Costs must be recognized 

COMMUNITY POSITION 

, Facilities needed by Navy after 
closure 

- - - - - - -- - - - - 

Costs have been reflected 
because billets could be 
eliminated more rapidly 

R&A STAFF FINDINGS 

Navy says that facilities can be 
abandoned after 200 1. Unable 
to accurately predict cost of 
conducting tests through 
alternative means 

Savings can be achieved by 
keeping tenant and host (on 
Government property. 

------ 

Moving and occupying 
Government-Owned space, with 
contractor off-site in leased 
space would generate similar 
savings 

Refrigeration R & D will be 
needed even after 
chlorofluorocarbon (CFC: ) 
project is completed 

DoD understated moving costs 

Revised COBRA realigns staff 

Revised COBRA reasonably 
reflects moving costs 



ISSUES 
Naval Surface Warfare Center - Carderock, Detachment Annapolis, MD 

(Continued) 

ISSUE 

Costs of running base until 200 1 

Base is surrounded by Naval 
Station Annapolis and Severn 
River 

COBRA excursion reflects 
keeping base open, and 
maintenance of CFC and Fluid 
Dynamics Facility, retention of 
refigeration R & D personnel, 
and addition of moving costs 

No position 

DoD POSITION 

COBRA needs no revision 

Costs and personnel changes not 
required 

Navy will not be able to dispose 

COMMUNITY POSITION 

Costs o f f  g base until 2001 
are not reflected in cost analysis 

of its property 

R&A STAFF FINDINGS 

~ ~ ~ i ~ ~ d  COBRA reasonably 
reflects adjusted base operating 

Moving costs still understated; 
MILCON understated; savings 
could be recognized by keeping 
Joint Spectrum Center on NS WC 
compound and moving its 
contractor onto compound; 
additional overhead personnel are 

1 needed during final years; 

' costs 

Disposal problems do not 
significantly affect projected 
savings 

1 -time costs $55.6 M 

ROI 3 years 

I 
Recurring savings: $10.5 M 



SCENARIO SUMMARY 
Naval Surface Warfare Center - Carderock, Detachment Annapolis, MD 

DoD RECOMMENDATION 1 
1 (State DoD recommendation) 

I One Time Costs (SM): 24.6 
I Steady State Savings ($M): 11.7 should these be our numbers or BSAT's 
I Return on Investment: 2 -  years (2000) 
Net Present Value ($M): 135.3 

Cost of testing alternatives in absence of Deep Pressure and 
Fluid Dynamics Facility 
Is downtime associated with movement of other facilities from 
Annapolis to Philadelphia acceptable in terms of impact on 

PRO 

Reduces Navy and DoD laboratory employment which will assist 
in reaching goal o-F 30-35% reductions 

major programs (pa~rticularly CFC replacement) 
Is the BSAT correct in its approach that since Civil Servants 
are already on the Navy payroll, they may be directed to move 
equipment instead of performing research and there is no cost 
for that work? 
What are financial iimplications of enabling tenant to remain 
on base? 
What are financial implications of enabling tenant's contractor 
to move on base, assuming that base remains open? 
Are other cost associated with the proposed move correct. 

CON 

Can Navy afford to lose two major facilities slated for 
abandonment p e e p  Pressure Tank and Fluid Dynamics 
Facility) 1 

1 No base is closed 11 



SCENARIO SUMMARY 
Naval Surface Warfare Center - Carderock, Detachment Annapolis, MD 

(continued) 

DoD RECOMMENDATION 

(State DoD recommendation) 

One Time Costs ($M): 
Steady State Savings ($M): 
Return on Investment: - years (2001) 
Net Present Value ($M): 

PRO CON 

Synergy with Naval Academy 
Incorrect BOS and WMA costs in COBRA 
Water and fuel disp~ensing/service provided by NSWC to 
USNA 
Industrial Base issues 
MILCON at Philadelphia 

Were costs of contractor support for move improperly 
excluded? 

Were costs of prices associated with parts for equipment to be 
moved reflected in the COBRA? 



CAN NAVY AFFORD TO LOSE TWO MAJOR FACILITIES 
SLATED FOR ABANDONMENT? 

(Deep Pressure Tank and Fluid Dynamics Facility) 

Original submission said Navy does not require these facilities and can 
abandon them before 1998 
Testing in support of CFC , NSSN, and Seawolf programs must continue 
at  Annapolis through 2001 
Navy says it can do without these facilities, but can SHIPALTs and new 
classes of ships and submarines be built without these two systems? 



COST OF TESTING ALTERNATIVES WITHOUT 

Deep Pressure and Fluid Dynamics Facility 



ACCEPTABILITY OF DOWNTIME 
ASSOCIATED WITH MOVEMENT OF FACILITIES 

(particularly CFC replacement) 



FOR COST PURPOSES, MAY CIVIL SERVANTS BE DIRECTED 
TO MOVE EQUIPMENT INSTEAD OF PERFORMING RESEARCH, 

SINCE THEY ARE ALREADY ON THlE PAYROLL 
AND THERE IS NO COST FOR THAT WORK? 



WHAT ARE FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS OF ENABLING NSWC TENANT TO 
RE- ON BASE 

1. Base is receiving about $200 K per year in reimbursement. 
2. Lease cost of $700 K per year means 
3. there is an additional savings of about $500K per year 
4. NPV of about $16M 



WHAT ARE FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
OF ENABLING TENANT'S CONTRACTOR TO MOVE ON BASE, 

ASSUMING THAT NSWC REMAINS OPEN? 

Cost of tenant's contractor lease and "BOS" costs are about $2.056 M . 
Reduced mileage and time lost totals about $0.213 M per year. 
This would be offset by one time cost of rehab cost and increased RPMA and 
BOS of xxxxx , 
NPV for tenant is xxxxx 



ARE OTHER COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROPOSED MOVE 
CORRECT? 

1. Moving costs (government personnel, contractors, parts) 
2. Delayed closing of facilities, including remaining BOS and RPlMA 
3. Water treatment plant 
4. JSC and tenant 
5. Alternative testing 



NO BASE IS CLOSED 

Base is surrounded by Severn River and Naval Station Annapolis 



SYNERGY WITH UNITED STATES NAVAL ACADEMY 

1. Dean of Naval Academy explained that Midshipment engineering majors 
are exposed to real-world problems 
2. Top students can be given special study projects at NSWC 
3. Faculty can work at NSWC on projects when not required to be on campus 
4. Faculty can get relevant summer vacation paying jobs for, what is for 
NSWC, bargain rates -- and they're a good deal for the faculty also 



INCORRECT BOS AND RPMA COSTS IN COBRA 

1. Error in rates was corrected 
2. BOS, RPMA, and personnel costs and numbers should be adjusted to take 
into account need to keep parts of NSWC open until 2001 



WATER AND FUEL DISPENSING SERVICE PROVIDED TO USNA 

1. BSAT originally said there was no cost, it was just a transfer of funds 
2. Revised BSAT response was that Naval Academy reimburses NSWC for 
half of the cost of providing water and fuel to Naval Academy and Naval 
Station 
3. Actually, reimbursement is only for water and utilities -- labor is not 
reimbursed and additional cost associated with closing NSWC is recurring 
cost of $275 K, which is approximately $4.5 M NPV 



INDUSTRIAL BASE ISSUES 

1. Traditional perspective on industrial base issue is shipyards 
2. Significant international work involving numerous aspects of C41 
3. Does not appear to be private sector interest or other DoD interest in things 
like ship silencing 



MILCON AT NSWC PHILADELPHIA 

Philadelphia community shows higher expenses at 
NSWC Philadelphia than does the Navy 



WERE COSTS OF CONTRACTOR SUPPORT FOR MOVE IMPROPERLY 
EXCLUDED? 

Moving Costs 



WERE COSTS OF PARTS FOR MOVE IMPROPERLY EXCLUDED? 

Moving Costs 



PLEASE PUT UP SLIDES H - 13 AND H- 14 

THE CURRENT DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATIOIN IS TO CLOSE NSWC 
ANNAPOLIS, TRANSFER 7 OF ITS 10 MAJOR FACILITIES TO PHILADELPHIA, REBUILD ONE 
IN CARDEROCK OR ELSEWHERE, AND ABANDON TWO. 

THE NAVY JUSTIFIED THE PROPOSED CLOSURE, BY SAYING 'THAT SHARP DECLINES IN 
TECHNICAL CENTER WORKLOAD THROUGH 2001 WILL LEAD TO EXCESS CAPACITY IN 
THESE LABORATORIES. THIS EXCESS AND THE IMBALANCE IN FORCE AND RESOURCE 
LEVELS DICTATE CLOSUREIREALIGNMENT OR CONSOLIDATION OF ACTIVITIES 
WHEREVER PRACTICABLE. TO THIS REMARK, ANNAPOLIS COMMUNITY POINTED OUT IN 
BRIEFING MATERIAL THAT EVEN WITH A 40% REDUCTION IN FUNDING, ALL OF ITS 
WORKFORCE WOULD BE FULLY FUNDED. 

THE COBRA PREPARED BY THE NAVY REFLECTS THE ELIMINATION OF 138 BILLETS, OF 
WHICH OVER 40% ARE TECHNICIANS AND OTHER SUPPORT PERSONNEL. THIS RESULTS 
IN A SAVINGS WITH A NET PRESENT VALUE OF $1 35 M. THE COMMUNITY HAS 
EXPRESSED NIJMEROUS CONCERNS OVER THIS RECOMMENDATION, THE MOST 
IMPORTANT OF WHICH I'D LIKE TO SHARE WITH YOU. 

THE MOST SIGNIFICANT ISSUE IS THE PLANNED ABANDONMEim OF THE DEEP OCEAN 
AND THE FLUID DYNAMICS FACILITIES. 

- THE DEEP OCEAN FACILITY ENABLES RESEARCHERS TO :EXERT PRESSURES ON 
LARGE PIECES OF EQUIPMENT, SOME AS LARGE AS A DEEP SUBMERGENCE RESCUE 
VEHICLE, TO PRESSURES AS GREAT AS THOSE FOUND AT DEPTHS EXCEEDING 23,000 FEET 



IT IS THE ONLY FACILITY IN THE WESTERN HEMISPHERE THAN CAN TEST EQUIPMENT OF 
THIS SIZE AND SIMULATE SUCH DEPTHS. IT ALSO HAS THE FAIRLY UNIQUE ABILITY TO 
EXTRACT HEAT AS PRESSURE BUILDS AND DEPTHS INCREASE. TV CAMERAS FACILITATE 
AN UNDERSTANDING OF WHAT IS TRANSPIRING IN THE CHAMBER 

- THE ANNAPOLIS COMMUNITY AND NAVSEA PROJECT MANAGERS STATED THAT 
TESTS PERFORMED BY OR ON BEHALF OF NAVY IN THE CHAh4BER WOULD COST ABOUT 
ONE TENTH AS MUCH AS LIVE TESTING AND SUGGESTED THE ADDITIONAL COSTS FOR 
1966 ALONE MIGHT BE CLOSER TO $5 MILLION. NAVY OFFIClIALS RESPONDED WITH 
DATA WHICH SUPPORTED A CONCLUSION THAT THE INCREASED COSTS ASSOCIATED 
WITH ALTERNATIVE TESTING METHODS ON TESTS BEING CONDUCTED BY OR ON 
BEHALF OF THE NAVY WOULD HAVE A NET PRESENT VALUE OF ABOUT $5 MILLION. 
THEY EXPLAINED THAT ON SOME TESTING, THERE WOULD BE SOME MINOR DEGREE OF 
RISK. OTHER TESTING, PERHAPS AMOUNTING TO ABOUT TEN PERCENT OF TESTING 
WHICH WOULD HAVE BEEN CONDUCTED AT ANNAPOLIS WOULD BE TOO DANGEROUS 
TO CONDUCT. 

AN EXAMPLE OF TESTING BY ALTERNATIVE MEANS MIGHT INVOLVE TAKING A DEEP 
SUBMERGENCE RESCUE VEHICLE OR DSRV TO SEA ON A CRALNE EQUIPPED RESEARCH 
VESSEL, LOWERING THE DSRV, SUPPORTED BY CABLES ATTACHED TO THE SHIP, TO A 
DEPTH OF ONE AND ONE-HALF TIMES DESIGN DEPTH. FY 96 TESTING IS ESTIMATED TO 
COST ABOUT $600 K, IMPLYING A MARGINAL COST IF ALL TESTS WERE PERFORMED IN A 
LIVE ENVIRONMENT OF OVER $5 MILLION. 



- THE FLUID DYNAMICS FACILITY, THE OTHER FACILITY 'TO BE ABANDONED, WAS 
BUILT AFTER THE DISAPPEARANCE OF THE THRESHER TO STUDY HOW FLUIDS ACT 
UNDER HIGH PRESSURE. THE COMMUNITY SAYS IT IS THE ONLY FACILITY OF ITS TYPE 
AND CAPABILITY. ESTIMATED COSTS IN A LIVE ENV1RONME:NT WOULD COST 10 - 12 
TIMES THAT IN A LABORATORY. THESE COSTS DO NOT INCLUDE THE COST OF THE SHIP 
OR SUBMARINE OR ITS CREW. THE NAVY PROVIDED AN EXAMPLE OF LIVE TESTING 
THAT WOULD NECESSITATE BRINGING A VESSEL INTO A DRY-DOCK TO BE OUTFITTED 
FOR THE TEST, SENDING IT OUT TO SEA FOR THE TEST, AND THEN RETURNED SO 
ORIGINAL CONFIGURATION CAN BE RESTORED. CURRENT FY96 PLANS ARE FOR ABOUT 
$1.2 MILLION IN TESTING IN THIS FACILITY, REPRESENTING A MARGINAL COST OF 
ABOUT $13 MILLION IN AT SEA TESTING, IF ALL TESTING WEIZE PERFORMED. THE NAVY 
SAID WITH SOME MODIFICATIONS, FACILITIES AT NSWC PHILADELPHIA COULD BE 
MODIFIED TO ACCEPTABLY PERFORM TESTS HERE-TO-FOR PERFORMED AT ANNAPOLIS 
AT NO ADDITIONAL COST, OTHER THAN THE FACILITY MODIFICATIONS. 

- WHEN THE DBCRC RECEIVED THE BSAT'S RECOMMEND.ATIONS, THE SCENARIO 
WAS TO CLOSE NSWC BY 1998. AFTER RECEIVING QUESTIONS FROM THE STAFF 
DEALING WITH SUPPORT OF THE SEAWOLF AND SSN-2 1 PROGRAMS, THE NAVY REVISED 
ITS PLAN TO SHOW ABANDONMENT OF THE FLUID DYNAMIC!S FACILITY IN 2000. 
THE ANNAPOLIS COMMUNITY SAYS THE FACILITY WILL BE NEEDED AT LEAST FOR 3-4 
YEARS BEYOND THIS. 

A SECOND MAJOR ITEM OF CONTENTION WAS THE NAVY'S POSITION THAT THE COBRA 
ANALYSIS DID NOT HAVE TO REFLECT THE COST OF THE SAL,4RIES OF GOVERNMENT 
EMPLOYEES WHO WERE ASSIGNED TO UNHOOKING, REHOOKING, AND RECALIBRATING 
EQUIPMENT BECAUSE THOSE COSTS COULD BE OFFSET BY THE SAVINGS WHICH COULD 



BE ACHIEVED BY ELIMINATING POSITIONS MORE RAPIDLY. DESPITE SOME 
RESERVATIONS, THE R & A STAFF ACCEPTED THAT POSITION. 

THE BSAT PREPARED COBRA ALSO DID NOT INCLUDE ANY COSTS FOR MOVING THE 
EQUIPMENT TO PHILADELPHIA AND ANNAPOLIS, OTHER THAT THE COBRA-CALCULATED 
COSTS OF MOVING AND PACKING NONE-SPECIALIZED EQUIPMENT. THE STAFF ADDED 
ESTIMATED COSTS FOR CONTRACTOR SUPPORT FOR THE MOVE AND FOR ANCILLARY 
PIPES AND VALVES WHICH PROBABLY WOULD HAVE TO BE REPLACED IN CONJUNCTION 
WITH THE PROPOSED MOVE. 

PLEASE TAKE DOWN SLIDE H- 13 AND PUT UP SLIDE H- 15 

THE COMMUNITY EXPRESSED CONCERN OVER LIKELY INTEESUPTION OF THE 
CHLOROFLUOROCARBON (CFC) ELIMINATION PROGRAM. THIS PROGRAM IS 
NECESSARY TO ENSURE THE NAVY CONFORMS WITH THE PROVISIONS OF THE 
INTERNATIONAL TREATY BANNING CFC USE. OUR QUESTIONS AND NSWC CONCERNS 
LEAD TO WHAT APPEARS TO BE A WORKABLE PLAN TO MOVE THE WORK IN PHASES TO 
PHILADELPHIA. HOWEVER, THE STAFF CONCLUDED THAT IT WAS NOT SUFFICIENT TO 
KEEP ANNAPOLIS OPEN UNTIL THE 200 1, BUT THAT THE NAVY NEEDED BILLETS TO 
CONTINUE WORK IN REFRIGERANTS, AS GLOBAL WARMING ,4ND OTHER 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECTS WERE LIKELY JUST OVER THE H:ORIZON. STAFF ADDED 
BILLETS TO THE NUMBER PREVIOUSLY SCHEDULED TO MOVE TO PHILADELPHIA. 



THE COBRA PREPARED BY THE STAFF DELAYED THE TRANSFER OF SOME ANNAPOLIS 
BILLETS TO PHILADELPHIA IN ORDER THEY MIGHT SUPPORT FLUID DYNAMICS AND CFC 
WORK, ADDED COSTS FOR EQUIPMENT MOVEMENT, KEPT PART OF THE ANNAPOLIS 
FACILITY OPENED UNTIL 2001, AND PERMITTED SOME OF THE BILLETS FOR CFC AND 
REFRIGERANT R & D TO TRANSFER TO PHILADELPHIA. 

AS YOU CAN SEE, THE COBRA GENERATES AN ESTIMATED SAVINGS WITH A NET 
PRESENT VALUE OF $8 1 MILLION AND A PAYBACK IN THREE YEARS. 

*** DO YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS? 

PLEASE REMOVE THE SLIDES 

FINALLY, THE .ANNAPOLIS COMMUNITY HAS REMINDED SEVERAL COMMISSIONERS OF 
THE TIES TO THE UNITED STATES NAVAL, ACADEMY AND THE SYNERGIES WITH THE 
ENGINEERING FACULTY AND STUDENTS. THE COMMANDING OFFICER OF NS WC' S 
TENANT TOLD HOW THE ANNAPOLIS ENVIRONMENT WAS SO REWARDING THAT TOP 
EMPLOYEES HAD TURNED DOWN PROMOTIONS TO WORK IN ANNAPOLIS. THE 
COMMUNITY POINTED OUT ITS SUCCESSFUL TEAM, REPLETE WITH LARGE NUMBERS OF 
REFEREED ARTICLES, PATENTS, ADVANCED DEGREES, ETC. THEY POINTED OUT THEIR 
FREQUENTLY REPEATED INTENTIONS NOT TO MOVE TO PHILA.DELPHIA. IT IS THE R & A 
STAFF'S BELIEF THAT MANY WHO REALLY LOVE THEIR WORK WILL MOVE, BUT LARGE 
NUMBERS OF HIGHLY MARKETABLE ENGINEERS WILL SEEK OTHER EMPLOYMENT. 



PLEASE PUT UP SLIDES H - 13 AND H- 14 

THE CURRENT DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATIOI\J IS TO CLOSE NSWC 
ANNAPOLIS, TRANSFER 7 OF ITS 10 MAJOR FACILITIES TO PHTLADELPHIA, REBUILD ONE 
IN CARDEROCK OR ELSEWHERE, AND ABANDON TWO. 

THE NAVY JUSTIFIED THE PROPOSED CLOSURE, BY SAYING THAT SHARP DECLINES IN 
TECHNICAL CENTER WORKLOAD THROUGH 2001 WILL LEAD 'ro EXCESS CAPACITY IN 
THESE LABORATORIES. THIS EXCESS AND THE IMBALANCE IN  FORCE AND RESOURCE 
LEVELS DICTATE CLOSURE/REALIGNMENT OR CONSOLIDATI(1N OF ACTIVITIES 
WHEREVER PRACTICABLE. TO THIS REMARK, ANNAPOLIS COjMMUNITY POINTED OUT IN 
BRIEFING MATERIAL THAT EVEN WITH A 40% REDUCTION IN FUNDING, ALL OF ITS 
WORKFORCE WOULD BE FULLY FUNDED. 

THE COBRA PREPARED BY THE NAVY REFLECTS THE ELIMINATION OF 138 BILLETS, OF 
WHICH OVER 40% ARE TECHNICIANS AND OTHER SUPPORT PERSONNEL. THIS RESULTS 
IN A SAVINGS WITH A NET PRESENT VALUE OF $135 M. THE ClOMMUNITY HAS 
EXPRESSED NUMEROUS CONCERNS OVER THIS RECOMMENDrlTION, THE MOST 
IMPORTANT OF WHICH I'D LIKE TO SHARE WITH YOU. 

THE MOST SIGNIFICANT ISSUE IS THE PLANNED ABANDONMENT OF THE DEEP OCEAN 
AND THE FLUID DYNAMICS FACILITIES. 

- THE DEEP OCEAN FACILITY ENABLES RESEARCHERS TO EXERT PRESSURES ON 
LARGE PIECES OF EQUIPMENT, SOME AS LARGE AS A DEEP SUBMERGENCE RESCUE 
VEHICLE, TO PRESSURES AS GREAT AS THOSE FOUND AT DEPTHS EXCEEDING 23,000 FEET 



IT IS THE ONLY FACILITY IN THE WESTERN HEMISPHERE THAN CAN TEST EQUIPMENT OF 
THIS SIZE AND SIMULATE SUCH DEPTHS. IT ALSO HAS THE FAIRLY UNIQUE ABILITY TO 
EXTRACT HEAT AS PRESSURE BUILDS AND DEPTHS INCREASE. TV CAMERAS FACILITATE 
AN UNDERSTANDING OF WHAT IS TRANSPIRING IN THE CHAMBER 

- THE ANNAPOLIS COMMUNITY AND NAVSEA PROJECT MANAGERS STATED THAT 
TESTS PERFORMED BY OR ON BEHALF OF NAVY IN THE CHAMBER WOULD COST ABOUT 
ONE TENTH AS MUCH AS LIVE TESTING AND SUGGESTED THE ADDITIONAL COSTS FOR 
1966 ALONE MIGHT BE CLOSER TO $5 MILLION. NAVY OFFICIALS RESPONDED WITH 
DATA WHICH SUPPORTED A CONCLUSION THAT THE INCREASED COSTS ASSOCIATED 
WITH ALTERNATIVE TESTING METHODS ON TESTS BEING CONDUCTED BY OR ON 
BEHALF OF THE NAVY WOULD HAVE A NET PRESENT VALUE OF ABOUT $5 MILLION. 
THEY EXPLAINED THAT ON SOME TESTING, THERE WOULD BE SOME MINOR DEGREE OF 
RISK. OTHER TESTING, PERHAPS AMOUNTING TO ABOUT TEN PERCENT OF TESTING 
WHICH WOULD HAVE BEEN CONDUCTED AT ANNAPOLIS WOULD BE TOO DANGEROUS 
TO CONDUCT. 

AN EXAMPLE OF TESTING BY ALTERNATIVE MEANS MIGHT INVOLVE TAKING A DEEP 
SUBMERGENCE RESCUE VEHICLE OR DSRV TO SEA ON A CRANE EQUIPPED RESEARCH 
VESSEL, LOWERING THE DSRV, SUPPORTED BY CABLES ATTACHED TO THE SHIP, TO A 
DEPTH OF ONE AND ONE-HALF TIMES DESIGN DEPTH. FY 96 TESTING IS ESTIMATED TO 
COST ABOUT $600 K, IMPLYING A MARGINAL COST IF ALL TESTS WERE PERFORMED IN A 
LIVE ENVIRONMENT OF OVER $5 MILLION. 



- THE FLUID DYNAMICS FACILITY, THE OTHER FACILITY TO BE ABANDONED, WAS 
BUILT AFTER THE DISAPPEARANCE OF THE THRESHER TO STTJDY HOW FLUIDS ACT 
UNDER HIGH PRESSURE. THE COMMUNITY SAYS IT IS THE ONLY FACILITY OF ITS TYPE 
AND CAPABILITY. ESTIMATED COSTS IN A LIVE ENVIRONIVENT WOULD COST 10 - 12 
TIMES THAT IN A LABORATORY. THESE COSTS DO NOT INCLlJDE THE COST OF THE SHIP 
OR SUBMARINE OR ITS CREW. THE NAVY PROVIDED AN EXALMPLE OF LIVE TESTING 
THAT WOULD NECESSITATE BRINGING A VESSEL INTO A DRY-DOCK TO BE OUTFITTED 
FOR THE TEST, SENDING IT OUT TO SEA FOR THE TEST, AND THEN RETURNED SO 
ORIGINAL CONFIGURATION CAN BE RESTORED. CURRENT F'Y96 PLANS ARE FOR ABOUT 
$1.2 MILLION IN TESTING IN THIS FACILITY, REPRESENTING A MARGINAL COST OF 
ABOUT $13 MILLION IN AT SEA TESTING, IF ALL TESTING WEF'E PERFORMED. THE NAVY 
SAID WITH SOME MODIFICATIONS, FACILITIES AT NSWC PHIL.ADELPHIA COULD BE 
MODIFIED TO ACCEPTABLY PERFORM TESTS HERE-TO-FOR PERFORMED AT ANNAPOLIS 
AT NO ADDITIONAL COST, OTHER THAN THE FACILITY MODIITICATIONS. 

- WHEN THE DBCRC RECEIVED THE BSAT'S RECOMMEND.4TIONS7 THE SCENARIO 
WAS TO CLOSE NS WC BY 1998. AFTER RECEIVING QUESTIONS FROM THE STAFF 
DEALING WITH SUPPORT OF THE SEAWOLF AND SSN-21 PROGRAMS, THE NAVY REVISED 
ITS PLAN TO SHOW ABANDONMENT OF THE FLUID DYNAMICS FACILITY IN 2000. 
THE ANNAPOLIS COMMUNITY SAYS THE FACILITY WILL BE NEEDED AT LEAST FOR 3-4 
YEARS BEYOND THIS. 

A SECOND MAJOR ITEM OF CONTENTION WAS THE NAVY'S POSITION THAT THE COBRA 
ANALYSIS DID NOT HAVE TO REFLECT THE COST OF THE SALARIES OF GOVERNMENT 
EMPLOYEES WHO WERE ASSIGNED TO UNHOOKING, REHOOKING, AND RECALIBRATING 
EQUIPMENT BECAUSE THOSE COSTS COULD BE OFFSET BY TIlE SAVINGS WHICH COULD 



BE ACHIEVED BY ELIMINATING POSITIONS MORE RAPIDLY. DESPITE SOME 
RESERVATIONS, THE R & A STAFF ACCEPTED THAT POSITION. 

THE BSAT PREPARED COBRA ALSO DID NOT INCLUDE ANY COSTS FOR MOVING THE 
EQUIPMENT TO PHILADELPHIA AND ANNAPOLIS, OTHER THAT THE COBRA-CALCULATED 
COSTS OF MOVING AND PACKING NONE-SPECIALIZED EQUIPIUIENT. THE STAFF ADDED 
ESTIMATED COSTS FOR CONTRACTOR SUPPORT FOR THE MOWE AND FOR ANCILLARY 
PIPES AND VALVES WHICH PROBABLY WOULD HAVE TO BE REPLACED IN CONJUNCTION 
WITH THE PROPOSED MOVE. 

PLEASE TAKE DOWN SLIDE H-13 AND PUT UP SLIDE H-15 

THE COMMUNITY EXPRESSED CONCERN OVER LIKELY INTERRUPTION OF THE 
CHLOROFLUOROCARBON (CFC) ELIMINATION PROGRAM. THIS PROGRAM IS 
NECESSARY TO ENSURE THE NAVY CONFORMS WITH THE PR(3VISIONS OF THE 
INTERNATIONAL TREATY BANNING CFC USE. OUR QUESTIOhlS AND NS WC CONCERNS 
LEAD TO WHAT APPEARS TO BE A WORKABLE PLAN TO MOVE THE WORK IN PHASES TO 
PHILADELPHIA. HOWEVER, THE STAFF CONCLUDED THAT IT WAS NOT SUFFICIENT TO 
KEEP ANNAPOLIS OPEN UNTIL THE 2001, BUT THAT THE NAVY NEEDED BILLETS TO 
CONTINUE WORK IN REFRIGERANTS, AS GLOBAL WARMING AND OTHER 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECTS WERE LIKELY JUST OVER THE HORIZON. STAFF ADDED 
BILLETS TO THE NUMBER PREVIOUSLY SCHEDULED TO MOVE TO PHILADELPHIA. 



THE COBRA PREPARED BY THE STAFF DELAYED THE TRANSF;ER OF SOME ANNAPOLIS 
BILLETS TO PHILADELPHIA IN ORDER THEY MIGHT SUPPORT FLUID DYNAMICS AND CFC 
WORK, ADDED COSTS FOR EQUIPMENT MOVEMENT, KEPT PART OF THE ANNAPOLIS 
FACILITY OPENED UNTIL 2001, AND PERMITTED SOME OF THE BILLETS FOR CFC AND 
REFRIGERANT R & D TO TRANSFER TO PHILADELPHIA. 

AS YOU CAN SEE, THE COBRA GENERATES AN ESTIMATED SA'VINGS WITH A NET 
PRESENT VALUE OF $8 1 MILLION AND A PAYBACK IN THREE YEARS. 

*** DO YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS? 

PLEASE REMOVE THE SLIDES 

FINALLY, THE ANNAPOLIS COMMUNITY HAS REMINDED SEVERAL COMMISSIONERS OF 
THE TIES TO THE UNITED STATES NAVAL ACADEMY AND THE SYNERGIES WITH THE 
ENGINEERING FACULTY AND STUDENTS. THE COMMANDING OFFICER OF NSWC'S 
TENANT TOLD HOW THE ANNAPOLIS ENVIRONMENT WAS SO REWARDING THAT TOP 
EMPLOYEES HAD TURNED DOWN PROMOTIONS TO WORK IN AIWAPOLIS. THE 
COMMUNITY POINTED OUT ITS SUCCESSFUL TEAM, REPLETE WITH LARGE NUMBERS OF 
REFEREED ARTICLES, PATENTS, ADVANCED DEGREES, ETC. THEY POINTED OUT THEIR 
FREQUENTLY REPEATED INTENTIONS NOT TO MOVE TO PHILAI3ELPHIA. IT IS THE R & A 
STAFF'S BELIEF THAT MANY WHO REALLY LOVE THEIR WORK WILL MOVE, BUT LARGE 
NUMBERS OF HIGHLY MARKETABLE ENGINEERS WILL SEEK OTHER EMPLOYMENT. 





PLEASE PUT UP SLIDES H - 13 AND H- 14 

THE CURRENT DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION IS TO CLOSE NSWC 
ANNAPOLIS, TRANSFER 7 OF ITS 10 MAJOR FACILITIES TO PHILADELPHIA, REBUILD ONE 
IN CARDEROCK OR ELSEWHERE, AND ABANDON TWO. 

THE NAVY JUSTIFIED THE PROPOSED CLOSURE, BY SAYING 'THAT SHARP DECLINES IN 
TECHNICAL CENTER WORKLOAD THROUGH 2001 WILL LEAD TO EXCESS CAPACITY IN 
THESE LABORATORIES. THIS EXCESS AND THE IMBALANCE IN FORCE AND RESOURCE 
LEVELS DICTATE CLOSURE/REALIGNMENT OR CONSOLIDATION OF ACTIVITIES 
WHEREVER PRACTICABLE. TO THIS REMARK, ANNAPOLIS COMMUNITY POINTED OUT IN 
BRIEFING MATERIAL THAT EVEN WITH A+~%R! REDUCTION IN FUNDING, ALL OF ITS 

3 5  36y WORKFORCE WOULD BE FULLY FUNDED. L o p  ~ ~ 6 0 4  / 6 
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THE COBRA PREPARED BY THE NAVY REFLECTS THE ELIMINATION OF 138,BILLETS, OF 
--sxJ 

WHICH OVER 40% ARE TECHNICIANS AND OTHER SUPPORT PIERSONNEL. THIS RESULTS w3 

IN A SAVINGS WITH A NET PRESENT VALUE OF $135 M. THE ClOMMUNITY HAS - 
L 

EXPRESSED NUMEROUS CONCERNS OVER THIS RECOMMENDATION, THE MOST 
IMPORTANT OF WHICH I'D LIKE TO SHARE WITH YOU. 

THE MOST SIGNIFICANT ISSUE IS THE PLANNED ABANDONME;/NT OF THE DEEP OCEAN 
AND THE FLUID DYNAMICS FACILITIES. 



ms THE ONLY FACILITY IN THE WESTERN HEMISPHERE THAN CAN TEST EQUIPMENT OF 
THIS SIZE AND SIMULATE SUCH DEPTHS. IT ALSO HAS THE FAIRLY UNIQUE ABILITY TO 
EXTRACT HEAT AS PRESSURE BUILDS AND DEPTHS INCREASE. TV CAMERAS FACILITATE 
AN UNDERSTANDING OF WHAT IS TRANSPIRING IN THE CHAMBER 

- THE ANNAPOLIS COMMUNITY AND NAVSEA PROJECT MANAGERS STATED THAT 
TESTS PERFORMED BY OR ON BEHALF OF NAVY IN THE CHArvlBER WOULD COST ABOUT 
ONE TENTH AS MUCH AS LIVE TESTING AND SUGGESTED THE ADDITIONAL COSTS FOR 
1 9 6  ALONE MIGHT BE CLOS LLION. NAVY OFFICXALS RESPONDED WITH 
DATA WHICH SUPPORTED A THAT THE INCREASED COSTS ASSOCIATED 
WITH ALTERNATIVE TESTING METHODS ON TESTS BEING C0:NDUCTED BY OR ON 
BEHALF OF THE NAVY WOULD HAVE A NET PRESENT VALUE OF ABOUT $5 MILLION. 
THEY EXPLAINED THAT ON SOME TESTING, THERE WOULD BE SOME MINOR DEGREE OF 
RISK. OTHER TESTING, PERHAPS AMOUNTING TO ABOUT TEN PERCENT OF TESTING 
WHICH WOULD HAVE BEEN CONDUCTED AT ANNAPOLIS WOIJLD BE TOO DANGEROUS 
TO CONDUCT. 



- THE FLUID DYNAMICS FACILITY, THE OTHER FACILITY TO BE ABANDONED, WAS 
BUILT AFTER THE DISAPPEARANCE OF THE THRESHER TO STUDY HOW FLUIDS ACT 
UNDER HIGH PRESSURE. THE COMMUNITY SAYS IT IS THE ONLY FACILITY OF ITS TYPE 
AND CAPABILITY. ESTIMATED COSTS IN A LIVE ENVIRONMENT WOULD COST 1 
TIMES THAT IN A LABORATORY. THESE COSTS DO NOT INCLUDE THE COST 01 
OR SUBMARINE OR ITS CREW. THE NAVY PROVIDED AN EXAMPLE OF LIVE TESTING 
THAT WOULD NECESSITATE BRINGING A VESSEL INTO A DRY-DOCK TO BE OUTFITTED 
FOR THE TEST, SENDING IT OUT TO SEA FOR THE TEST, AND THEN RETURNED SO 
ORIGINAL CONFIGURATION CAN BE RESTORED. CURRENT FY96 PLANS ARE 
$1.2 MILLION IN TESTING IN THIS FACILITY, REPRESENTING A MARGINAL COST OF 
ABOUT $13 MILLION IN AT SEA TESTING, IF ALL TESTING WERE PERFORMED.- 
SAID WITH SOME MODIFICATIONS, FACILITIES AT NSWC PHIL(ADELPH1A COULD BE 
MODIFIED TO ACCEPTABLY PERFORM TESTS HERE-TO-FOR PIlRFORMED AT ANNAPOLIS 
AT NO ADDITIONAL COST, OTHER THAN THE FACILITY MODIFICATIONS. 

- WHEN THE DBCRC RECEIVED THE BSAT'S RECOMMENDATIONS, THE SCENARIO 
WAS TO CLOSE NSWC BY 1998. AFTER RECEIVING QUESTIONS FROM THE STAFF 
DEALING WITH SUPPORT OF THE SEAWOLF AND SSN-21 PROGRAMS, THE NAVY REVISED 
ITS PLAN TO SHOW ABANDONMENT OF THE FLUID DYNAMICS FACILITY IN 2000. 
THE ANNAPOLIS COMMUNITY SAYS THE FACILITY WILL BE NEEDED AT LEAST FOR 3-4 
YEARS BEYOND THIS. 

A SECOND MAJOR ITEM OF CONTENTION WAS THE NAVY'S POSITION THAT THE COBRA 
ANALYSIS DID NOT HAVE TO REFLECT THE COST OF THE SALARIES OF GOVERNMENT 
EMPLOYEES WHO WERE ASSIGNED TO UNHOOKING, REHOOKING, AND RECALIBRATING 
EQUIPMENT BECAUSE THOSE COSTS COULD BE OFFSET BY THE SAVINGS WHICH COULD 



BE ACHIEVED BY ELIMINATING POSITIONS MORE RAPIDLY. .DESPITE SOME 
RESERVATIONS, THE R & A STAFF ACCEPTED THAT POSITION. 

THE BSAT PREPARED COBRA ALSO DID NOT INCLUDE ANY COSTS FOR MOVING THE 
EQUIPMENT TO PHILADELPHIA AND ANNAPOLIS, OTHER THALT THE COBRA-CALCULATED 
COSTS OF MOVING AND PACKING NONE-SPECIALIZED EQUIPMENT. THE STAFF ADDED 
ESTIMATED COSTS FOR CONTRACTOR SUPPORT FOR THE MOVE AND FOR ANCILLARY 
PIPES AND VALVES WHICH PROBABLY WOULD HAVE TO BE REPLACED IN CONJUNCTION 
WITH THE PROPOSED MOVE. 

PLEASE TAKE DOWN SLIDE H- 13 AND PUT UP SLIDE H- 15 

THE COMMUNITY EXPRESSED CONCERN OVER LIKELY INTERRUPTION OF THE 
CHLOROFLUOROCARBON (CFC) ELIMINATION PROGRAM. THIS PROGRAM IS 
NECESSARY TO ENSURE THE NAVY CONFORMS WITH THE PR(3VISIONS OF THE 
INTERNATIONAL TREATY BANNING CFC USE. OUR QUESTIOhIS AND NS WC CONCERNS 
LEAD TO WHAT APPEARS TO BE A WORKABLE PLAN TO MOVE THE WORK IN PHASES TO 
PHILADELPHIA. HOWEVER, THE STAFF CONCLUDED THAT IT WAS NOT SUFFICIENT TO 
KEEP ANNAPOLIS OPEN UNTIL THE 2001, BUT THAT THE NAVY NEEDED BILLETS TO 
CONTINUE WORK IN REFRIGERANTS, AS GLOBAL WARMING AND OTHER 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECTS WERE LIKELY JUST OVER THE HORIZON. STAFF ADDED 
BILLETS TO THE NUMBER PREVIOUSLY SCHEDULED TO MOVES TO PHILADELPHIA. 



THE COBRA PREPARED BY THE STAFF DELAYED THE TRANSFER OF SOME ANNAPOLIS 
BILLETS TO PHILADELPHIA IN ORDER THEY MIGHT SUPPORT FLUID DYNAMICS AND CFC 
WORK, ADDED COSTS FOR EQUIPMENT MOVEMENT, KEPT PART OF THE ANNAPOLIS 
FACILITY OPENED UNTIL 2001, AND PERMITTED SOME OF THE BILLETS FOR CFC AND 
REFRIGERANT R & D TO TRANSFER TO PHILADELPHIA. 

AS YOU CAN SEE, THE COBRA GENERATES AN ESTIMATED SAVINGS WITH A NET 
PRESENT VALUE OF $8 1 MILLION AND A PAYBACK IN THREE YEARS. 

s**  DO YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS? 

PLEASE REMOVE THE SLIDES 

FINALLY, THE ANNAPOLIS COMMUNITY HAS REMINDED SEVERAL COMMISSIONERS OF 
THE TIES TO THE UNITED STATES NAVAL ACADEMY AND THE SYNERGIES WITH THE 
ENGINEERING FACULTY AND STUDENTS. THE COMMANDING OFFICER OF NSWC'S 
TENANT TOLD HOW THE ANNAPOLIS ENVIRONMENT WAS SO REWARDING THAT TOP 
EMPLOYEES HAD TURNED DOWN PROMOTIONS TO WORK IN ANNAPOLIS. THE 
COMMUNITY POINTED OUT ITS SUCCESSFUL TEAM, REPLETE WITH LARGE NUMBERS OF 
REFEREED ARTICLES, PATENTS, ADVANCED DEGREES, ETC. THEY POINTED OUT THEIR 
FREQUENTLY REPEATED INTENTIONS NOT TO MOVE TO PHILADELPHIA. IT IS THE R & A 
STAFF'S BELIEF THAT MANY WHO REALLY LOVE THEIR WORlT WILL MOVE, BUT LARGE 
NUMBERS OF HIGHLY MARKETABLE ENGINEERS WILL SEEK OTHER EMPLOYMENT. 





Naval Surface Warfare Center - Carderock, Detachment Annapolis, MD 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: 
Close NSWC, Carderock Division, Detachment Annapolis, including the NIKE Site, Bayhead Road, Annapolis. 

Transfer the fuel storagelrefueling sites and the water treatment facilities to Naval Station, Annapolis to support the U.S. Naval Academy 
and Navy housing. 
Relocate appropriate functions, personnel, equipment and support to other technical activities, primarily NSWC, Carderock Division, 
Detachment, Philadelphia, PA; NSWC, Carderock Division, Carderock, MD; and Naval Research Laboratory, Washington, DC. 

Joint Spectrum Center (DoD cross-service tenant) will be relocated with other components of the Center in the local area as appropriate. 

CRITERIA 

MILITARY VALUE 
FORCE STRUCTURE 

ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) 
ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 
RETURN ON INVESTMENT 

NET PRESENT VALUE ($ M) 
BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) 
PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MIL / CIV) 
PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MIL / CIV) 

ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC 95 / CUM) 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

REVISED DOD RECOMMENDATION 

8 of 1 3  

N/A 
24.6 

11.7 
2003 (2 years) 

135.3 

15.6 
11138 
11280 

- 0.0 % / -  0.6 % 
No Significant Issues 



ISSUES 
Naval Surface Warfare Center - Carderock, Detachment Annapolis, MD 

ISSUE I DoD POSITION 

Impact of loss 
Tank. and Fluid Dynamics 
Facility 

preparation for a move a cost of 
the move? 

Facilities can be abandoned after 
200 1 (earlier position was 1998) 

Is work performed by 
government employees in 

Not a COBRA cost 

Joint Spectrum Cellter mSWC 
tenant) 

Cost of additional operating 
costs offsets savings from not 
paying rent. 

Does Navy need to retain 
refrigeration R & D capability? 

COMMUNITY POSITION 

Annapolis personnel not required 

COBRA treatment of moving 
costs 

Facilities needed by Navy after 
closure 

COBRA is correct 

Costs must be recognize:d 

Savings can be achieved by 
keeping tenant and host on 
Government property. 

Refrigeration R & D will be 
needed even after 
chlorofluorocarrbon (CFC ) 
project is completed 

DoD understated moving costs 

R&A STAFF FINDINGS 

Navy says that facilities can be 
abandoned after 2001. Unable 
to accurately predict cost of 
conducting tests through 
alternative means 

Costs have been reflected 
because billets could be 
eliminated more rapidly 

Moving and occupying 
Government-Owned space, with 
contractor off-site in leased 
space would generate similar 
savings 

Revised COBRA realigns staff 

- - - -  

Revised COBRA reasonably 
reflects moving costs 



ISSUES 
Naval Surface Warfare Center - Carderock, Detachment Annapolis, MD 

(Continued) 

ISSUE 

Costs of running base until 2001 

DoD POSITION I COMMUNITY POSITION 1 R&A STAFF FINDINGS 

COBRA needs no revision I Costs of NNling base 20°1 1 COBRA reasonabb I are not reflected in cost analysis I adjusted base 

I I costs 

River 

COBRA excursion reflects 
keeping base open, and 
maintenance of CFC and Fluid 
Dynamics Facility, retention of 
refrigeration R & D personnel, 
and addition of moving costs 

Base is surrounded by Naval No position 

1 costs and personnel changes not 
required 

Station Annapolis and Severn 
Navy will not be able to dispose 

Moving costs still understated; 
MILCON understated; savings 
could be recognized by keeping 
Joint Spectrum Center on NS WC 
compound and moving its 
contractor onto compoul~d; 
additional overhead personnel are 
needed during final years; 

~ i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l  problems do not 
of its property - 

savings 

NPV $81.2 M 

-time costs $55.6 M 

ROI 3 years 

Recurring savings: s 0.5 

significantly affect projected 
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B SAT/DD 
22 June 1995 

FI-on): Uavy RSrlT, D. D e Y o u n ~  
To: M e x  Y e h n ,  BRAC Commission Staff 

Subj: I?Jhr\IANCIAL LMYAC'T OF CLOSTNG DEEP PRESSLTRE A N D  FLUID DYNrQvlICS 
1;ACJLITIES AT NSWC ANNAPCILIS 

7rhc response to questions reg'uding the subject facilities is attacheci. This intormation 
was scquesred for Cc)mmissioncr Davis' visit to NSWC Arinapolis on 19 ,111ne. Plea%: note that 
i t  l~as  bzzn ccrrfied up through thc NAVSEA cha in  ot' cornmmd. I have atrached srl c~ r l i e r  
nlen~clr .nndurn,  dated 13 Jurlc. to pr-wide a rnorc complete respimst ro your q~csf~~lons r e ~ ~ r d i n g  
chr: two fricililies. 



BASE STRUCTURE ANALYSIS TEAM 
U7 Ford Axnrrr Post Office Bux 1b265 Aimflr.dri, Ciryir~irr ,72302-026S (70.3) 6814490 

Frorn: Navy BSAT, G.R. Schiefer 
To: Alex Yellin, BRAC Cornmission Stat'f 

Subj: FTNANClAL nilPACT OF CLOSING DEkY PRESSURE A L u i  FLUID DYNhiVIlCS 
FACILITIES AT NSWC ANNAPOLIS 

'The DON base closure process requircs the exercise nnf military arid technical judgment 
by tht: Navy chain of command. In rhs c z e ,  the proposed closure of the subject facibties was 

revicwetl by XU DoY senior officers and managers as ownersJoperators (e.g., S'fSCOhfS, CfiCs, 
c t ~ . ) .  i ;~cI~i ( i~r lg  the entire NAVSEA chain of command above rhs Annapoiis site. It WAS the 
jrirlgrnc!nl of thctsr: rnihtary and tcchnlcal expens ttlar h e  facili~ies in questiun cuuld be closed. 

I n  ailhuon. tht: guidance provided witti each Sccnario Development Dau  Call Tasking 
specificx!ly statcs, "only essential functions, equipment, etc.? should bc relocated ... all others 
should be eLllinated/exce.ssed. ..provide a derailed narrative. explanation on die specific 
operadond requiremenr that supports movenierlt to anothcr locatic?n." Therefore. the Navy 
process rcquires detailed justification in cases whcrc facilities are retained. Detailed operarionxl 
anti f'incmcid information is not specirically requircd Cur irlclividual facilities judged unnecessary 
by thc Nnvy chain of command. 

To providc the information requested by die Commission, the BSAT hiis officially 
rcquested NAVSEA to prepare the reLpunses to your questions and sent1 rbem to the BSAT as 
soon as possible after the chain of commmtl review. We wit1 providc the dam to you  prior f o  
Cornmissioner Dnvis' visit on 19 June 

t- I I F I 20 cn vr: .I 
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May 2,1995 

CAPT James E. Baskerville, USN 
Commander, Carderock Division, Naval Surface Warfare Center 
Headquarters, David Taylor Model Basin 
Bethesda, MD 20084-5000 

Dear Captain Baskerville: 

I want to thank you for all of your assistance during my recent visit to NSWC Carderock 
Division, Annapolis Detachment. The briefings and discussions with you, your staff and the 
community provided us with a great deal of valuable information about the operations at 
Annapolis. This information will be very helpful to the Commission as we carry out our review 
of the recommendations of the Secretary of Defense in the months ahead. 

Please extend my appreciation to the members of your staff for their assistance. The 
overview briefing and tour conducted by Mr. Tim Doyle and CDR Roger Walker were very 
informative. I greatly appreciated the remarks by COL Flock and Dean Shapiro, and would also 
like to thank Mr. James Scott for his efforts in planning and coordinating the base visit. 

Sincerely, 

RADM Benjamin F. Montoya, USN (RET) 
Commissioner 



FAX 

TO: MR. CHARLES 
NEMFAKOS 

Executive Director, BSA T 

1 Phone 703-68 1-0450 

I Fax Phone 703-681 -91 74 

CC: 

Date 13Jun95 

I Number of oaaes includina cover sheet 1 

I FROM: Alex Yellin 

Review and Analysis-Navy 
Team 

Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment 
Commission 

1700 N. Moore St., Suite 
1425 

Arlington, VA 22209 

1 Phone 703-696-0504 

Fax Phone 703-696-0550 

I REMARKS: Urgent Foryourreview RepiyASAP 0 PleaseComment 

I SUBJ: NAWC ANNAPOLIS 

I Mr. Nemfakos, 

Our recent question on the impact of the closure of the deep pressure and fluid dynamics 
facilities at Annapolis was intended to include the financial impact of alternative testing methods 
in addition to the technical impact. During a conversation today between David Epstein and Mr. 
Schiefer he stated that the BSAT currently does not have this information. 

In order to expedite the receipt of this information we plan to discuss this at the Commissioner 
base visit to Annapolis on 19Jun. Please discuss this with NSWC personnel prior to the base 
visit. 



Document Separator 



p THE DEFENSE B M E  CLOSLRE =L\ID REALIGmlEhT COhmUSSION 

mcLj'I"T C o R R ~ s ~ o N D m c E  TRACKING SYSTEM CECT~) # Q s o ( / / ~  - 6 

KE(ECUTLVE DIRECTOR COMMISSXONER DAVIS 

TYPE OF ACTION ?L??QltTZRED 
I , I  repa are ~ e p b  for - I S  ~i I *pare for ~mmisiotler~s signatme 

Prepare Reply tor St?B Director's S i  1 h ~ a r e m R = P = ?  

ACI'ION: Offer Comments andlor S q g e s t h u  



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 :+33 1% m m f  

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 - ..-- ---&fi04'/q-6 . _ _ .._.-- 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

April 1 1,1995 
COMMISSIONERS: 
A L  CORNELL* 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS. USAF (RET) 

CAPT James E. Baskerville, USN 4. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

Commander, Carderock Division, Naval Surface Warfare Center ~ E ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ; ~ ~ *  USA 

Headquarters, David Taylor Model Basin 
Bethesda, MD 20084-5000 

Dear Captain Baskerville: 

I want to thank you for all of your assistance during my recent visit to NSWC Carderock 
Division, Philadelphia Detachment. The briefings and discussions with you, your staff and the 
community officials provided a great deal of valuable information about the operations at 
Philadelphia, as well as its ability to accommodate NSWC Carderock, Annapolis Detachment 
assets. This information will be very helpful to the Commission as we carry out our review of 
the recommendations of the Secretary of Defense in the months ahead. 

Please extend my appreciation to the members of your staff for their assistance. The 
overview briefing and tour conducted by Captain Rucker, as well as additional information 
provided by Dr. William Middleton and Mr. Tim Doyle were most helpful. I would also like to 
thank Ms. Sonya Rea for her assistance in coordinating travel arrangements. 

Sincerely, 

dJ$"'' David S. p in 

Commission Staff Member 



May 20,1995 

CAPT James E. Baskerville, USN 
Commander, Carderock Division, Naval Surface Warfare Center 
Headquarters, David Taylor Model Basin 
Bethesda, MD 20084-5000 

Dear Captain Baskerville: 

I want to thank you for all of your assistance during my recent visit to NS WC Carderock 
Division, Annapolis Detachment. The briefings and discussions with you, your staff and the 
community provided us with a great deal of valuable information about the operations at 
Annapolis. This information will be very helpful to the Commission as we carry out our review 
of the recommendations of the Secretary of Defense in the months ahead. 

Please extend my appreciation to the members of your staff for their assistance. The 
overview briefing and tour conducted by Mr. Tim Doyle and CDR Roger Walker were very 
informative. I also appreciated the remarks by COL Flock. 

Sincerely, 

A1 Cornella 
Commissioner 



May 16,1995 

CAPT James E. Baskerville, USN 
Commander, Carderock Division, Naval Surface Warfare Center 
Headquarters, David Taylor Model Basin 
Bethesda, MD 20084-5000 

Dear Captain Baskerville: 

I want to thank you for making it possible for Dr. Mark Montroll to address a highly 
interested and concerned group of DBCRC staff members. Dr. Montroll's presentation this 
morning reflected years of thought and investigation into numerous aspects of ventures involving 
public and private organizations. We found his presentation and discussion fascinating, 
particularly with regard to DoD Technical facilities. 

Please extend my thanks to Dr. Montroll for his work and well thought-out presentation. 

Sincerely, 

David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 



May 2,1995 

CAPT James E. Baskerville, USN 
Commander, Carderock Division, Naval Surface Warfare Center 
Headquarters, David Taylor Model Basin 
Bethesda, MD 20084-5000 

Dear Captain Baskerville: 

I want to thank you for all of your assistance during my recent visit to NSWC Carderock 
Division, Annapolis Detachment. The briefings and discussions with you, your staff and the 
community provided us with a great deal of valuable information about the operations at 
Annapolis. This information will be very helpful to the Commission as we carry out our review 
of the recommendations of the Secretary of Defense in the months ahead. 

Please extend my appreciation to the members of your staff for their assistance. The 
overview briefing and tour conducted by Mr. Tim Doyle and CDR Roger Walker were very 
informative. I appreciated the remarks by COL Flock and Dean Shapiro, and would also like to 
thank Mr. James Scott for his efforts in planning and coordinating the base visit. 

Sincerely, 

RADM Benjamin F. Montoya, USN (RET) 
Commissioner 



March 28,1995 

CAPT James E. Baskerville, USN 
Commander, Carderock Division, Naval Surface Warfare Center 
Headquarters, David Taylor Model Basin 
Bethesda., MD 20084-5000 

Dear Captain Baskerville: 

I want to thank you for all of your assistance during my recent visit to NSWC Carderock 
Division, Annapolis Detachment. The briefings and discussions with you, your staff and the 
community officials provided us with a great deal of valuable information about the operations at 
Annapolis. This information will be very helpful to the Commission as we carry out our review 
of the recommendations of the Secretary of Defense in the months ahead. 

Please extend my appreciation to the members of your staff for their assistance. The 
overview briefing and tour conducted by Commander Walker and Mr. Tim Doyle were very 
informative. I would also like to thank Mr. James Scott for his efforts in planning and 
coordinating the base visit. 

Sincerely, 

Rebecca G. Cox 
Commissioner 



May 27,1995 

Captain James E. Baskerville, USN 
Commander, Carderock Division, Naval Surface Warfare Center 
Headquarters, David Taylor Model Basin 
Bethesda, MD 20084-5000 

Dear Captain Baskerville: 

I want to thank you for coordinating Dr. Mark Montroll's briefing to Commission staff 
members. On behalf of all the Commission staff members present, please extend my 
appreciation to Dr. Montroll for his interesting and instructive presentation. Dr. Montroll's 
briefing on Department of Defense technical facilities and his insights into public-private 
ventures were enlightening, and will be useful to our continuing review and analysis of the 
nation's military infrastructure. 

Thank you again for your efforts. Your assistance is very much appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 
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5 June 1995 

From: David Epstein 
To: BSAT 

Via: (1) Alex Yellin 

Subj : Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR), Arlington, VA 

The SPAWAR community has developed an extensive analysis of issues relating to the 
proposed move of SPAWAR to San Diego. Enclosure (1) was presented to the BRAC. Feel free to 
comment on any aspects of this document, but at a minimum, please respond to the following 
questions: 

1. Moving SPAWAR appears to be at variance with both SPAWAR data call 3 1 which stated 
the strong need for SPAWAR to remain in the NCR and Under SECNAV Danzig's policy 
imperatives which states that DON must collocate the acquisition workforce for ACAT programs 
with the Service Acquisition Executive to ensure efficiency, timeliness, and effectiveness of the 
acquisition work force (BSEC Memorandum of 19 Sep 94 Mtg). Please explain. 

2. Community representatives stated that SPAWAR belongs in close proximity to NAVAIR, 
NAVSEA, NRL, NSA, CIA, U.S. Customs Service, Army, Air Force, USMC, foreign embassies, 
CINCLANTFLT, Defense Airborne Reconnaissance Office, Advanced Research Program 
Administration, Naval Security Group, National Reconnaissance Agency, Defense Intelligence 
Agency, Naval Intelligence, Special Operations Command, NISE East, St. Inigoes, etc. Please 
explain whether or not this is correct. If not correct, please explain why. Is this requirement 
going to be satisfied through teleconferencing from San Diego or meetings involving the 15 
employee SPAWAR staff left in Washington? Does the BSAT envision that contact with such 
groups will no longer be required? The community states that the proposed move will result in 
greatly increased travel costs and employee time spent on travel. If BSAT agrees, please correct 
the COBRA. 

3. The community claims that SPAWAR can accomplish similar or larger reductions through 
elimination of NCCOSC and parts of SPAWAR which contain large numbers of overhead 
personnel. Please explain whether this is possible and if not, why not. If possible, how many 
positions could SPAWAR closing NCCOSC and eliminating the excess positions at SPAWAR? 

4. The community claims there is extensive duplication between NAVSEA and SPAWAR? If 
you agree, how many positions could be eliminated by removing the duplication. If you 
disagree, please respond to the concepts provided at Tab S. 

5 .  CNO announced, as reported at Tab G, that SECNAV/CNO will study Systems Command 
Organization issues. What are the interim (or final) results of this study? 



6 .  (BRAC Staff) The Joint Cross-Service Group recommended SPAWAR to Fort Monrnouth or 
Hanscomb Field AFB. The Navy analysis appears to have made different assumptions when 
examining these alternatives, as compared to the San Diego move. Please explain the differences. 

7. Please respond to community questions why Code 40 and the PEO are the only parts of 
SPAWAR which must remain in Washington. 

8. It appears the Navy did not develop scenarios and costs for remaining in the National Capital 
Region. Scenarios of interest might have included collocating NAVSEA and SPAWAR in 
Washington, locating several other commands at one location in Washington, or consolidating 
NCCOSC with SPAWAR in NCR. Why were these scenarios not run, or if they were, please 
provide them. 

9. Are the lengthier communication lines between SPAWAR and foreign governments involved 
in NATO, Foreign Military Sales, etc. a concern? If so, how will they be addressed without 
additional security concerns? 

10. The community stated that SPAWAR overhead is excessive. Please describe prior efforts to 
address this situation, if indeed a problem does exist. 

11. Community pointed out that due to the difference in time zones, most of San Diego's work 
day does not coincide with that in Washington and this will result in additional inefficiency when a 
San Diego based SPAWAR attempts to communicate with its East Coast sponsors. Will this 
communication be handled by the 15 person Washington contingent? 

12. Community claims that BSAT greatly underestimated the cost of providing facilities for 
SPAWAR in San Diego. Please explain approximately how many SPAWAR staff would be 
physically located at each of Point Loma, Plant 19, and any other locations. Please explain how the 
BSAT derived the costs of MILCON and other physical accommodations for SPAWAR is San 
Diego. (We noted that in BRAC TALK, apparently produced by some part of the SPAWAR 
organization, dated 25 May 95, it is reported that there will be costs of refurbishing office space in 
San Diego to house SPAWAR employees.) 



Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR), Arlington, VA 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community believes that the proposal does not reflect the significance of a Washington 
location to their mission performance. Most of the other organizations they work with are either in 
the local area or in easily reached East Coast locations. The very small staff proposed for retention 
in Washington would not be able to continue their current activities. This would result in major 
increases in travel costs and lost staff time that were not included in the Navy analysis. They also 
stated that equivalent personnel savings could be made without a move through the reorganization of 
the subordinate commands currently in San Diego and elimination of excess overhead personnel at 
SPAWAR Headquarters, possibly through consolidation with Naval Sea Systems Command. The 
community also noted that the cost of renovating office space in San Diego was not included in the 
Navy's cost estimates for this proposal. 



31 May 95 

From: David Epstein 
To: Charles Smith 

Via: (1) Alex Yellin 

Subj: Space and Naval Warfare Command (SPAWAR) Recommendation 

1. It appears that the Navy underestimated the cost of refurbishing warehouse space at Plant 
19 for SPAWAR. Please modify the COBRA andlor explain how Navy proposes to establish 
office space at Plant 19 or at Point Loma without expenditure of MILCON or other funds. It is 
the opinion of staff that there is not adequate space at Point Loma to accommodate additional 
personnel. 

2.  Staff is concerned with travel estimates. Please explain the development of the 
additional and eliminated travel costs. 



From: David Epstein 
To: Bob Bivins 

Subj: SPAWAR COBRA 

1. Please run a revised COBRA for SPAWAR. The revised COBRA should be the same as that 
run by BSAT, except: 

Move 63 1 SPAWAR people to San Diego instead of 656 
Eliminate 395 positions instead of 405 
Retain 50 positions in the Washington office instead of 15 
Add $4.7325 M as a one-time cost for MILCON to refurbish space (63 1 employees @ 150 
square feet @ $50/square foot) 
Make other appropriate changes to BOS and RPMA, as dictated by the model 



9 June 1995 

From: David Epstein 
To: BSAT 

Via: (1) Alex Yellin 

Subj : SPAWAR Realignment 

1. It appears the paradigm shift under which the BSAT envisions SPAWAR operations 
includes extensive use of teleconferencing. If this is correct, please provide a revised COBRA which 
reflects sufficient teleconferencing facilities for a substantial number of such meetings, recognizing 
that meetings which heretofore were conducted over a single 8 hour day will be conducted over two 
business days, recognizing time zone shifts. This would seem to imply the need to procure and 
support a substantial number of facilities. 

2. During staff visits to NRAD, NCCOSC, and NISE West, we were under the impression that 
SPAWAR was to be located at the old Air Force Plant 19. Recent discussions indicate that it is 
envisioned that SPAWAR would move to Pt. Loma with NCCOSC and parts of NRAD. 

3. Please describe the intended location of SPAWAR. In the event that this is at Pt. Loma, 
please explain where space can be found and modify the COBRA to reflect additional moving and 
refurbishment costs. If applicable, explain the movement of NCCOSC, NRAD, NISE West, and 
SPAWAR personnel between Plant 19 and Point Lorna. 



Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR), Arlington, VA 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The Washington Community expressed concerns mostly related to three primary categories: 
costs, organizational issues, and, most importantly, geography. However, on an even more basic 
level, they stressed that moving SPAWAR defies a data call and the Under Secretary of the Navy's 
policy imperative which stated DON must collocate the acquisition workforce for major programs 
with the Service Acquisition Executive to ensure efficiency, timeliness, and effectiveness of the 
acquisition work force. 

With regard to cost, the Community pointed out DoD estimates for building and refurbishing 
facilities were greatly understated. They pointed out huge amounts of money are going to be spent 
traveling to organizations with which SPAWAR has major interfaces, including OPNAV, National 
Security Agency, Naval Research Laboratory, Office of Naval Intelligence, Central Intelligence 
Agency, NAVSEA , NAVAIR, U.S. Customs Service, Army, Air Force, USMC, foreign 
embassies, CINCLANTFLT, Defense Airborne Reconnaissance Office, Advanced Research 
Program Administration, Naval Security Group, National Reconnaissance Agency, Defense 
Intelligence Agency, Special Operations Command, NISE East St. Inigoes, etc. The costs are not 
only those associated with paying for travel itself, but also the lost productivity related to a 
minimum of two days lost worktime with each trip including a meeting lasting several hours. 

The community also expressed the belief that an equivalent number of billets could be 
eliminated without a move. They suggested that Naval Command, Control, and Ocean Surveillance 
Center (NCCOSC), in San Diego, is a redundant level of management which could be easily 
eliminated. They also pointed out that SPAWAR has a large overhead idrastructure which could be 
drastically reduced. They averred that there are about 1.4 overhead personnel in SPAWAR for each 
employee with direct project responsibilities. They suggested that reduced overhead would result in 
greater efficiency. Finally, they noted that there is significant overlap between NAVSEA and 
SPAWAR, much of which could be eliminated, particularly if the commands were collocated or at 
least both positioned within the Washington metropolitan area. 

The major issue is, however, one of geography, and there are numerous aspects of this issue. 
They start with the fact organizations with which SPAWAR deals are on the East Coast and are 
predominantly in the metropolitan Washington, D.C. area. The community stated it is essential that 
contractors, the intelligence community, St. Inigoes, Navy headquarters, NAVAIR, and NAVSEA 
can all be reached within an hour or so and meetings at most other locations can be attended on an 
up and back basis all in the same day. Attending such meetings when traveling from San Diego 
involves at least a two and usually a three day commitment. The community also pointed out they 
have frequent meetings with personnel representing foreign NATO and Foreign Military Sales 
interests. Increased security risks would be associated with all of these geographic issues. Finally, 
due to the time zone difference, most of San Diego's work day does not coincide with that in 
Washington and there would be additional inefficiencies. They feel all of these reasons support the 
need, for SPAWAR to remain in the Washington, D.C. area. 



The community also expressed other concerns, including the fact that Navy did not develop 
scenarios and costs for remaining in the National Capital Region, locating several commands at one 
location in Washington, or consolidating NCCOSC with SPAWAR in NCR. They also noted that 
the proposed move would result in the loss of experienced personnel 



SPAWAR belongs in close proximity to NAVAIR, NAVSEA, NRL, NSA, CIA, U.S. Customs 
Service, Army, Air Force, USMC, foreign embassies, CINCLANTFLT, Defense Airborne 
Reconnaissance Office, Advanced Research Program Administration, Naval Security Group, 
National Reconnaissance Agency, Defense Intelligence Agency, Naval Intelligence, Special 
Operations Command, NISE East, St. Inigoes, etc. 
SPAWAR can accomplish similar or larger losses through elimination of NCCOSC and parts of 
SPAWAR 
Community estimates that there are huge costs associated with travel if SPAWAR moves to San 
Diego. Community rejects the concept that the 15 person Headquarters group can represent the 
projects to the extent that substantial additional travel will not be a necessity and also disagrees 
that teleconferencing can replace almost all face-to-face meetings 
Military value is undermined 
Move fragments SPAWAR activities (leaves Code 40 and PEO in Washington) 
Navy did not develop scenarios and costs for remaining in the National Capital Region, locating 
several commands at one location in Washington, or consolidating NCCOSC with SPAWAR in 
NCR 
SPAWAR contractors are primarily on the East Coast 
Loss of experienced personnel 
Loss of ready access to Navy Program sponsors/clients in the Pentagon and the NCR 
Mission performance would be slower, with higher costs and technical risks 
International cooperation (NATO, FMS, etc.) would be hampered 
Unnecessary and unacceptable security risks would be generated 
The ability to recruit and retain a qualified work force would be curtailed 
Travel to the East Coast, when it occurs takes at least 2-3 days and is very expensive 
Moving SPAWAR defies under SECNAV Danzig's policy imperatives which states that DON 

must collocate the acquisition workforce for ACAT programs with the Service Acquisition 
Executive to ensure efficiency, timeliness, and effectiveness of the acquisition work force (BSEC 
Memorandum of 19 Sep 94 Mtg) 
SPAWAR data call 3 1 established a similar requirement 
Due to the difference in time zones, most of San Diego's work day does not coincide with that in 
Washington 
Navy did not consider alternative locations in the NCR as directed by the BRAC 
SPAWAR overhead is disproportionate (excessive) to front line personnel performing primary 
mission functions (1.37 overhead employees for every "front line" employee) 
SPAWAR structure is out of line with modern management practice 
Reduction in overhead would improve efficiency 
Reducing, while remaining in NCR, would reduce overhead, preserve military value, maximize 
savings 
SPAWAR has duplicate positions within NAVSEA 



Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR), Arlington, VA 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The Washington community concerns mostly related to three categories: costs, organizational 
issues, and, most important, geography. On a more basic level, they stressed that moving SPAWAR 
defies a data call and the Under Secretary of the Navy's policy imperative which stated DON must 
collocate the acquisition workforce for major programs with the Service Acquisition Executive to 
ensure efficiency, timeliness, and effectiveness. 

Regarding cost, the Community feels DoD estimates for building and refurbishing facilities 
were greatly understated. They pointed out that large sums are going to be spent on travel to 
Washington area DoD, non-DoD, NATO, and embassy locations. Costs include both travel and lost 
productivity related to at least two days of travel per trip including a meeting lasting several hours. 

The community believes an equivalent number of billets can be eliminated without a move. 
They suggested that Naval Command, Control, and Ocean Surveillance Center (NCCOSC), in San 
Diego, is a redundant level of management which could be easily eliminated. They pointed out 
SPAWAR has a large overhead infrastructure which could be drastically reduced. They averred 
there are about 1.4 overhead personnel in SPAWAR for each employee with direct project 
responsibilities. Finally, they noted there is significant overlap with NAVSEA, much of which could 
be eliminated if the commands were both positioned within the Washington metropolitan area. 

The major issue, geography, has numerous aspects. They note that the organizations 
SPAWAR deals with are on the East Coast and are predominantly in the metropolitan Washington, 
D.C. area. In addition to the increased costs and decreased costs assocociated with travel, they feel 
project coordination will suffer. Security risks would also increase. Finally, the fact that most of 
San Diego's workday does not coincide with Washington's will result in additional inefficiencies. 

The community expressed other concerns, including the fact Navy did not develop scenarios 
and costs for remaining in the National Capital Region, locating several commands at one location in 
Washington, or consolidating NCCOSC with SPAWAR in NCR. They also noted the proposed 
move would result in the loss of experienced personnel 



Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR), Arlington, VA 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community believes that the proposal does not reflect the significance of a Washington 
location to their mission performance. Most of the other organizations they work with are either in 
the local area or in easily reached East Coast locations. The very small staff proposed for retention 
in Washington would not be able to continue their current activities. This would result in major 
increases in travel costs and lost staff time that were not included in the Navy analysis. They also 
stated that equivalent personnel savings could be made without a move through the reorganization of 
the subordinate commands currently in San Diego and elimination of excess overhead personnel at 
SPAWAR Headquarters, possibly through consolidation with Naval Sea Systems Command. The 
community also noted that the cost of renovating office space in San Diego was not included in the 
Navy's cost estimates for this proposal. 
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Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command, Arlington, VA 
Redirect 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: 
Change the BRAC 93 SPAWARS' recommendation fiom relocate "to Government-owned space within the NCR (National Capital 
Region)" to "to Government-owned space in San Diego, California, to allow consolidation of the Naval Command, Control and Ocean 
Surveillance Center, with the Space and Naval Warfare Command headquarters." 
This relocation does not include SPAWAR Code 40, which is located at the Naval Research Laboratory (NRL) in Washington, DC. 
This relocation does not include the Program Executive Officer for Space Communication Sensors and his immediate staff who will 
remain in Navy-owned space in the National Capital Region. 

CRITERIA 

MILITARY VALUE 

FORCE STRUCTURE 

ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) 

ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 

RETURN ON INVESTMENT 

NET PRESENT VALUE ($ M) 

BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) 

PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MIL / CIV) 
PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MIL I CIV) 

ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC 95 I CUM) 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

DoD Recommendation 
Space and Naval Warfare Systems 

Command, Arlington, VA (RD) 

8 of9 

N/A 

24.0 

25.3 

1996 (Immediate) 

360.0 

NA 

47 / 358 
154 / 502 

-0.1 % / - 0 . 6 %  

No Impact 



ISSUES REVIEmD 

Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command, Arlington, VA 
Redirect 

a Eliminates management levels. 

Importance of location in Washington, DC. 

Facility costs in San Diego. 

Cost of consolidation in Washington in comparison to that in 
San Diego. 

DoD Committee recommended Ft. Monmouth as a receiver. 
Moving SPAWAR to San Diego could compromise 
SPAWAR's military effectiveness. 
Proposal separates SPAWAR from NAVSEA and Navy 
Acquisition Executive 
Proposal separates SPAWAR from C41 systems, technologies, 
and commands 
Relocating SPAWAR to San Diego could affect ability to 
recruit and retain qualified work force 
Moving to San Diego could create unnecessary and 
unacceptable security risks 



ISSUES 
Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR), Arlington, VA 

Redirect 

City or in Maryland 

& A Staff concurs with DoD 
eliminated with siting in 

collocate the Navy Acquisition 
Executive with SPAWAR and 

Move to San Diego would Move to San Diego woul 
compromise military 



ISSUES 

Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command, Arlington, VA 
Redirect 
(Continued) 

11 ISSUE I DoD POSITION I COMMUNITY POSITION 11 Facility costs in San Diego. 
I I 

I Costs are correctly stated in DoD I costs in Sari Diego are 

II I COBRA. I understated. 

11 Presence in DC. I Headquarters detachment can I Frequent, often daily, interface 
represent SPAWARS with all required with Washington, DC. 
Washington area sponsors. area sponsors 

I I 

Size of Washington detachment I 15 washgton 1 15 person Washington 

detachment can adequately detachment can not adequately 
represent represent 

SPAWAR separated from other 
organizations involved with C4I. 

I 
Relocating to San Diego would 
affect recruiting and retention of 
qualified work force 

Relocating to San Diego could 
affect recruiting and retention of 
qualified work force 

Collocation with subordinate 
and fleet more 

important. 

Does not agree 

R&A STAFF FINDINGS 

SPAWAR separated from other 
C41 organizations 

COBRA excursion adjusts for 
rehabilitation costs and realistic 
number of personnel in 
Washington detachment: 

Revised COBRA includes 
rehabilitation costs 

Interface can be handled with 
sufficiently large Washington 
detachment. 

Extra Washington personnel and 
refurbishment costs not required 

Revised COBRA includes 50 
person detachment 

personnel needed in 
Washington. Construction 
required in San Diego. 

R & A staff accepts Navy 
positions 

Relocating to San Diego should 
not affect recruiting and retention 
of qualified work force 

1 -time costs $ 27.8 M 

Recurring savings: $ 24.7 M 



SCENARIO SulUMARY 
Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command, Arlington, VA 

Redirect 
DoD RECOMMENDATION 

(State DoD recommendation) 

One Time Costs ($M): 
Steady State Savings ($M): 
Return on Investment: - years (2001) 
Net Present Value ($M): 

PRO 

Eliminates management levels. 

Cost of consolidation in Washington in comparison to that in San 
Diego 

CON 

Importance of location in Washington, DC. 

Cost of consolidation in Washington in comparison to 
that in San Diego. 

DoD Committee recommended Monrnouth as a receiver. 

Proposal separates SPAWAR fiom NAVSEA and Navy 
Acquisition Executive 



technologies, and commands 

Risk of DC contingent to work under new paradigm 



WASHINGTON AREA COMMANDS 
C41 COMMUNITY 

Advanced Research Projects Agency 
Ballistic Missile Defense Organization 
Central Intelligence Agency 
Defense Airborne Reconnaissance Office 
Defense Information Systems Agency 
Department of Commerce (NOAA) 
Defense Intelligence Agency 
Marine Corps Headquarters 
Mine Undersea Warfare Program Office 
National Reconnaissance Office 
National Security Agency 

Naval Computer and Telecommunications 
Command 
Naval Research Laboratory 
Naval Sea Systems Command 
Naval Space Command 
Navy Acquisition Executive 
NISE East St. Inigoes 
Office of Naval Intelligence 
Office of the Chief of Naval Research 
PEO for Theater Air Defense 
Special Operations Command 
U. S. Customs Service (drug programs) 



PLEASE PUT UP SLIDES 1-2 AND 1-3 

IN BRAC 93, THE COMMISSION DECIDED THAT SPACE AND NAVAL WARFARE SYSTEMS 
COMMAND, SPAWAR, ARLINGTON, VA RELOCATE "TO GOVERNMENT-OWNED SPACE 
WITHIN THE NCR (NATIONAL CAPITAL REGION)." THE RECOMMENDATION BEFORE YOU 
IS TO RELOCATE SPAWAR IN GOVERNMENT-OWNED SPACE IN SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA, 
TO ALLOW CONSOLIDATION OF THE NAVAL COMMAND, CONTROL AND OCEAN 
SURVEILLANCE CENTER. OR NCCOSC. WITH THE SPACE AND NAVAL \NBBEBBE 
COMMAND HEADOUARTERS ." 

THE SUMMARIZATION OF THE COBRA REST TT >TS SHOWS THE ELI-W-ATION-OF OVER400 
P IT N R O FALL O T H I S  MAKES POSSIBLE, 

CCORDING TO THE NAVY'S COBRA, A SAVINGS WITH AN NPV OF $360 MILLION. AND AN 
IMMEDIATE PAYBACK. THE NAVY STATES THAT THE MOVEMENT OF SPAWAR TO SAN 

ELIMINATE LAYERS OF MANAGEMENT AND TO HAVE PROJECT MANAGERS ON THE 
FLOOR WITH THEIR TECHNICAL TEAMS, RATHER THAN AN AIRPLANE FLIGHT AWAY 

THE SPAWAR COMMUNITY WAS QUITE VOCAL IN ITS OPPOSITION. ALLOW ME TO 
PRESENT SOME OF THEIR MANY CONCERNS: 

THE DOD JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP RECOMMENDED THE CONSOLIDATION OF 
MMAND NTR L 

ACOUISITION AT FORT MONMOUTH. NJ.. THIS RECOMMENDATION WAS IGNORED BY 
THE SERVICES. STAFF FINDS THIS SITUATION PARTICULARLY DISTRESSING AS COMMON 



SENSE TELLS YOU THAT THE PROPOSED MOVE WILL DO NOTHING TO ADVANCE THE 
"PURPLE" CAUSE. 

PLEASE REMOVE SLIDE 1-3 AND PUT UP SLIDE 1-4, 

THE COMMUNITY POINTED OUT, CORRECTLY IN THE EYES OF THE STAFF, THAT COST 
FOR REFURBISHING THE SAN DIEGO FACILITIES WERE OMITTED. 

PLEASE REMOVE SLIDE 1-2 AND PUT UP SLIDE NBU-66. 

THEY EXPLAINED IT IS ESSENTIAL TO MAINTAIN A STRONG WASHINGTON PRESENCE.. 
THEY CONDUCT FREQUENT MEETINGS AND HAVE CONSTANT INTERFACE WITH THE 
NUMEROUS WASHINGTON AREA C41 COMMANDS, SOME OF WHICH ARE ON THIS SLIDE. 
THE STAFF FOUND IT DIFFICULT TO BELIEVE THAT THE PROPOSED 15-PERSON 
WASHINGTON CONTINGENT COULD MAINTAIN PROPER CLIENT CONTACT AND REVISED 
THE NAVY PREPARED COBRA TO REFLECT THE ESTABLISHMENT INSTEAD A 50 PERSON 
WASHINGTON CONTINGENT. STAFFING WAS MADE POSSIBLE BY ELIMINATING OF TEN 
FEWER POSITIONS AND RELOCATING 25 FEWER BILLETS TO SAN DIEGO. 

AS PART OF ITS DISCUSSION OF THE NEED TO MAINTAIN A WASHINGTON PRESENCE, THE 
COMMUNITY INSISTED SPAWAR WOULD NEED AN ANNUAL ADDITIONAL TRAVEL 
BUDGET OF $13.5 MILLION. THE NAVY SAID IT COULD AVOID INCREASES IN THE 
TRAVEL BUDGET BY 1) REPRESENTATION BY THE WASHINGTON DETACHMENT; 2) THE 
USE OF VTCS; AND 3) THE DECREASE IN REQUIRED TRAVEL BETWEEN SPAWAR AND 
NCCOSC. 



THEY SUGGESTED SPAWAR AND NAVSEA BE MERGED OR COLLOCATED. THEY ALSO 
EXPLAINED THAT IF NCCOSC WERE ELIMINATED, POSITIONS DUPLICATED BY THE TWO 
SYSTEMS COMMANDS WERE REMOVED, AND EXCESS SPAWAR OVERHEAD WERE 
TRIMMED, EVEN GREATER SAVINGS COULD BE ACHIEVED. 

FINALLY, THE COMMUNITY POINTED OUT THAT MUCH OF THE WORK OF INTEREST TO 
SPAWAR, SUCH AS INFORMATION SECURITY AND UNDERSEAS SURVEILLANCE, AND 
OTHER HIGHLY CLASSIFIED PROGRAMS, INVOLVES NO SPAWAR PERSONNEL OTHER 
THAN THOSE AT HEADQUARTERS. THUS, THE COMMUNITY POINTS OUT, MOVING 
SPAWAR TO SAN DIEGO WILL FURTHER SEPARATE SPAWAR FROM ITS CUSTOMERS. 

THE REVISED COBRA, RUN BY THE STAFF, INJECTS FUNDS FOR REHABILITATION OF 
SPACE IN SAN DIEGO AND INCREASES THE SIZE OF THE WASHINGTON OFFICE, AS 
DESCRIBED ABOVE. AS YOU CAN SEE, THE IMPACT ON THE NET PRESENT VALUE ONLY 
REDUCES THE ESTIMATED SAVINGS BY $12 MILLION TO $348 MILLION. 

DO YOU HAVE ANY QUSETIONS? 

PLEASE TAKE DOWN SLIDES 1-4 AND NBU-66 



Systems Command, Arlington, VA 
Redirect 
(Continued) 

vised COBRA includes 50 
etachrnent can not adequate 

- - - -- - --- - - - - ----- - - -  

Collocation with subordinate SPAWAR separated from o R & A staff accepts Navy 
s and fleet more 

required in San Diego. number of personnel in 
Washington detachment: Recurring savings: $ 24.7 M 
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DRAFT 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

SUMMARY SHEET 

SPACE AND NAVAL WARFARE SYSTEMS COMMAND, 
ARLINGTON. VIRGINIA REDIRECT 

INSTALLATION MISSION 

To oversee the development of electronics programs, including Research and Development, 
planning, and implementation. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION 

Change the BRAC 93 SPAWARS' recommendation from relocate "to Government-owned 
space within the NCR (National Capital Region)" to "to Government-owned space in San 
Diego, California, to allow consolidation of the Naval Command, Control and Ocean 
Surveillance Center, with the Space and Naval Warfare Command headquarters." 
This relocation does not include SPAWAR Code 40, which is located at the Naval Research 
Laboratory (NRL) in Washington, DC. 
This relocation does not include the Program Executive Officer for Space Communication 
Sensors and his immediate staff who will remain in Navy-owned space in the National 
Capital Region. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION 

Administrative Activities must continue to reduce. 
Space available in San Diego permits further consolidation of the SPAWAR command 
structure and the elimination of levels of command structure. 
This consolidation will achieve not only significant savings from elimination of unnecessary 
command structure but also efficiencies and economies of operation. 
In addition, by relocating to San Diego instead of the NCR, there will be sufficient readily 
available space in the Washington Navy Yard for the Naval Sea Systems Command. 

COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DOD 

One-Time Cost: $ 24.0 million 
Net Savings During Implementation: $120.0 million 
Annual Recurring Savings: $ 25.3 million 
Break-Even Year: Immediate 
Net Present Value Over 20 Years: $360.0 million 
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MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF THIS RECOMMENDATION (EXCLUDES 
CONTRACTORS) 

Baseline 

Reductions 
Realignments 
Total 

Military Civilian Students 
230 930 0 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF ALL RECOMMENDATIONS AFFECTING THIS 
INSTALLATION (INCLUDES ON-BASE CONTRACTORS AND STUDENTS) 

Out In Net Gain (Loss) 
Military Civilian Military Civilian Military Civilian 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Likely will not have an adverse impact. 
a Since San Diego is in a moderate non-attainment area for CO, a conformity determination 

may be required to evaluate air quality impacts. 
a There is no adverse impact on threatenedlendangered species, sensitive habitats and wetlands, 

REPRESENTATION 

Governor: George Allen 
Senators: John Warner 

Charles Robb 
Representative: James Moran 

ECONOMIC IMPACT 

Potential Employment Loss: 1821 jobs (1 133 direct and 681 indirect) 
a Washington, DC-MD-VA-WV MSA Job Base: 2,948,000 jobs 
a Percentage: .1 percent decrease 

Cumulative Economic Impact 1 996-200 1 : .6 percent decrease 

MILITARY ISSUES 

None at this time. 

DRAFT 



DRAFT 

COMMUNITY CONCERNSflSSUES 

SPAWAR belongs in the Washington, D.C. area. It requires constant, daily contact, on a 
face-to-face level between various SPAWAR personnel and appropriate personnel from 
National Security Agency, Office of Naval Intelligence, Naval Research Laboratory, Naval 
Sea Systems Command, Department of the Army, Department of the Air Force, Naval In- 
Service Engineering (NISE) East 
There is significant travel required if SPAWAR moves to San Diego and those costs are not 
reflected in the COBRA. 
SPAWAR can internally accomplish the same savings by eliminating NCCOSC which 
community suggests is a duplicate layer of management and by eliminating overhead 
personnel from the SPAWAR headquarters organization. 
There will be a loss of key personnel who will be unwilling to move. 

ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

None at this time. 

David Epstein/Navy/08/09/95 4:3 1 PM 
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ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

How much will it cost to renovate space in San Diego? 
How much will it cost to renovate space in Washington Navy Yard, MCDEC, Navy Annex, 
White Oak, etc.? 
Are reductions in personnel proposed by the Navy for the San Diego move unachievable if 
they stay in the Washington area? 
How many additional trips will be needed to Washington and how many fewer trips will be 
needed to Naval Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance Center. 

David Epstein/Navy/08/09/95 4:3 1 PM 
p Y-11 

See 112 1/95 BSEC meeting Tab 42 -- SPAWAR relocation 
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Mr. Tom Salmon SEA 00C2. (Title : Head, Salvage Operations Division, NAVSEA ((703) 607-2758)) His project 
has the deep submergence rescue vessel used to test deep ocean salvage systems designed for depths up to 20,000 
feet. There are other testing facilities, including Carderock, but to conduct test at sites other than Annapolis, they 
must disassemble, transport, then reassemble or they can charter a ship or use a Navy ship. The Navy ship testing 
costs about $250K, but ties up the ship; the charter ship costs about $500K. Testing in Annapolis would cost $30K - 
$40K. It also means the DSRV is not available for submarine and related rescues. The vessel is 12' long, 8' x 6'. 
To test in the US, they must disassemble, ship, reassemble and reverse. The Navy has one other vessel capable of 
handling depths of up to 20,000 feet, but it is essentially only useable on its host platform in San Diego. This one can 
be flown (intact) anywhere in the world for rescue work. Except for this one and the one in San Diego, no other one 
can handle depths below 6,000 feet. Vessels can't be tested as a system anywhere else. He believes a UK facility 
shut down recently. His program can survive, but he can't test as an integrated system. Would have to charter ship 
and would cost $250K. Week to load, 1-2 day testing, half week to offload. Could ship. Program is not killed, but 
impact and readiness are impacted. Disassemble or take out to sea -- either way first method of response is 
unavailable. Used to do inspection. Believes he uses Annapolis 2-3 times per year. He thinks his contractor, 
Oceaneering Technologies also uses Annapolis for its own work. He anticipates that use of NSWC will continue into 
the foreseeable future past 1999. He is not familiar with Southwest Research. 



Steve Walsh ((703) 602-6636 PMS 395) (Title: Asst PM for Deep Submergence testing and vessels). He has 
conducted tests using the Deep Ocean Pressure facility within the past six to eight weeks. Used 10,OO PSI. Have 
done testing in past 6-8 weeks at 10,000 PSI (slightly deeper than 20,000 feet). They put power units in tanks and 
test and surrounded with TV cameras so they could watch what was happening fiom different cameras. Battelle will 
continue to do testing for him using these manipulators because prime contractor could not do work. He has had 
defect problems with DSV arms on Deep Submergence Vessels 3 and 4. There is a private firm, Southwest 
Research, he thinks in San Antonio which may have acceptable capability. It requires 3 month lead-time and costs 
one and one-half to twice as much. The Navy has two completed and one partially completed DSRV. The third is 
currently in San Diego, but needs to certify the third DSRV so it and its parts may be used to back up the other two. 
It has yet to be tested, but needs to test to 3000 PSI, (7500 feet). Worth keeping. He and programs he's aware of 
use about once a year -- more use is expected in the future, but its existence and capability were not well marketed in 
the past. A contractor Bill Sutter, was with SAIC, now independent Marine and Deep Ocean Applications and 
Systems 6 19 485- 1 839 may have insight into Southwest Research's capability. Also CAPT Bruce Williams has 
information about 
classified PMS 395 602-6700 

CAPT Bruce Williams ((703) 602-6700 PMS 395) (Title: PM for Deep Submergence testing and vessels). Said 
they can use other facilities which will be less convenient but are adequate. He said that there is no requirement to 
test DSRV in Annapolis. He did say there is a test which has to be performed in a 1996-8 time frame on a back-up to 
the DSRV. There is nowhere else this test could be performed. 



Mr. Phil Covitch ((703) 602-0565 or 602-1921) SES and SEA 03T --- said Annapolis facility is only one in world 
with required capability to determine source of acoustic noise. The retention of the fluid dynamic facility is 
retention. It will me needed for the SSN and Seawolf projects. The Seawolf will use the Fluid Dynamics facility will 
be used for the next 12 - 18 months. Then, after Sea Trials, they will probably have to use the Fluid Dynamics 
facility to localize the source of any noises, which are inevitable. He stressed that there may be 20 - 30 pieces of 
equipment in close proximity to each other and to find the source of the problem through external measuring is 
extremely difficult because equipments cycle at different times. Without the Fluid Dynamics facility, they would 
also have to disassemble major submarine assemblies, ship them to a lab, test them, ship them back, then reassemble 
them. If the corrections were unsuccessfbl, the process would have to be repeated.. The SSN program will similarly 
use the facility from 1998 - 2003 then after construction and sea trials will once again need the Fluid Dynamics 
facility. 

He stressed this is a World Class facility and that he knows of no alternatives to measure, evaluate, and 
eliminate self and transient noise. Mr. Covitch emphasized that Seawolf use for the Fluid Dynamics facility should 
be over by the end of 1997. SSN program will use the facility to find deficiencies thru at least 2003. 

He sent a copy of a letter from COMNAVSEASYSCOM to COMNAVSURWARCEN expressing concern 
about the planned elimination of the facility. 



CDR Marc Stewart (Deputy Program Manager New Attack Submarine (PMO 450)) ((703) 602-0330 x249) 

Emphasized that the Fluid Dynamics Facility was unique in the world. He reminded me that it was built to facilitate 
an analysis of Thresher's sinking. The Fluid Dynamics facility is used to validate analytical predictions of acoustics 
problems. If there is no Fluid Dynamics Facility and if the analytical work overlooks something, newly constructed 
submarines may have unacceptable noise levels, resulting in very expensive equipment modifications. In addition, he 
predicted the Fluid Dynamics Facility had applications which had not yet even been thought of. There are no other 
places to conduct this type of testing. Testing can be used to analyze flows ranging fiom trickle leaks to major valve 
failures. He also pointed out that Philadelphia is too noisy to use for this type of testing. CDR Stewart also 
suggested I speak with Mr. Mike Locke of the Seawolf program ((703) 602-1444). 



Mr. Michael Locke NAVSEA PMS 390 (T-245) GM- 13 Seawolf Acoustic Silencing Manager ((703) 
602-1444) He identifies places to do testing. Most of the issues he is concerned with are in High Pressure air, 
water, and hydraulics. All his testing is conducted at Annapolis, which has World Class facilities. The fluid 
dynamics facility has a 57,000 gallon tank to study noises in a quiet environment. As far as he knows, there is no 
other place to do testing. Issues come up during design and construction. Contractors subcontract to NSWC for help 
in assuring their solutions are effective. He anticipates that testing for SSN 21 and SSN 22 will continue through 
year 2000, and for SSN23 it will continue for years beyond 2000. 

Transients are short duration energy pulses. Steady state sources have been worked on for a long time, but Mr. Locke 
noted that in 1980s it was discovered that clunks and hissing can facilitate tracking. The Navy must quiet transient 
noise sources across the board. He does not know where else the Navy can turn short of expensive testing through an 
acoustic range. Exuma Sound (Bahamas -- tongue of the ocean near AUTEC) is one place they can conduct live 
tests. It is very expensive as it uses the entire crew and hundreds of engineers. To conduct live tests, they must run 
through the range several times while it is monitoring them, then figure how to quiet and retest. In laboratory testing 
can be conducted and problems resolved in months. In a live environment it could take years. Testing costs the 
program $1 00K per day and that doesn't even begin to cover the total costs, including steaming time, crew pay, 
hundreds of engineers traveling to Bahamas, etc. In the lab, they can correct a variety of components in a short 
period of time: months rather than years. It makes testing of subsafe boundaries much easier and less risky through 
repeated testing in quiet environment. Annapolis is the cornerstone in acoustic silencing. 



ART SMOOKLER (03R16.) R & D Program Management Division of SEA 03 

He's R&D Program Manager of the Navy's environmental R&D Program (Including auxiliary machinery 
items) 

CFC Plan Testing 8 or 9 systems; may impact during move. Would delay introduction of equipment into the 
fleet. Depends on when facilities move. No impact after 1999 or thereabouts. Complete those test which are nearly 
done. May do move of some facilities before move. High speed reciprocating systems working, but compressors are 
still an issue. Should be little risk if program run properly. Risk if you don't test each type of equipment. Concern 
budget don't appear to have been done, but may have been done in BRAC process. 

Also has magnetic program . Concern these are only appropriate facilities for each suite of equipment, new 
ships, etc. (Can upgrade Annapolis to do what White Oak does or v-v) 

He called back to explain that at a recent NAVSEA meeting attended by CAPT Baskerville, various Annapolis 
and NAVSEA officials, it was decided that 

total cost of moving CFC-elimination equipment would total about $13 M 
some equipment would not move, introducing some risk 
schedule for moving equipment would introduce some risk 
part of Annapolis facility would be kept open into early 1999 



COBRA ITEMS 

How much is required to correct inadequacies --62 and 63 
Space is available for expansion -- 69,70,7 1,72,73 
Are costs of Fire station in Phila being factored in?? 
What are Philadelphia's revenue producing resources? -- 87 
Publications - 125& 126 
What is Philadelphia's mobilization responsibility? 98 
How does Carderock control airlrange space of greater than 100 sqmi? 106 
Location has natural features which are essential to mission Annapolis got points; what are features? Does Phila 

have these features? If not, how does Phila suffice? 143 
Locations has synergy -- no points given for Naval Academy 144 
Phila - does it have Natural Historic stuff 150 
Quality of Life -- zero this 
What percent of people in Annapolis are in technical ops 188 
Loss impact 209,210,211 



Document Separator 



12 May 1995 

From: David Epstein 
To: BSAT 

Via: (1) Alex Yellin 

Subj: Navy Technical Facilities -- Naval Surface Warfare Center Carderock, 
Detachment Annapolis (hereafter, NSWC Annapolis) 

1. The following questions were posed by Commissioner Montoya to NSWC Carderock 
during his 19 May 95 visit to NSWC Annapolis Detachment. Please immediately provide BSAT 
with the answers to these questions. 

With regard to the Deep Ocean Pressure Simulation Facility, please provide examples that 
would illustrate the impact of closing the facility or more specifically, how failure to test 
these items in the Deep Ocean Pressure Simulation Facility could result in the loss of a 
platform? 
With regard to the Submarine Fluid Dynamics Facility, is it possible to do these tests at sea? 
What would be the impact of doing so? 

2. Please respond to the following questions regarding the Deep Ocean Pressure and 
Submarine Fluid Dynamics Facilities at NSWC Annapolis: 

The BSEC deliberations documentation provided to us mentions the high cost of relocating 
the Deep Ocean Pressure and Submarine Fluid Dynamics Facilities at Annapolis as a reason 
for not relocating it to Philadelphia. Please provide us with the data and the analysis of the 
data that was used by the BSEC and BSAT to determine that the loss of each of these two 
facilities would not add significant delay or cost to ongoing or planned Navy research 
programs. 
If not included in this data and analysis, describe the frequency and purpose of use of the 
Deep Ocean Pressure and Submarine Fluid Dynamics Facility over the previous two years, 
future plans for these projects as related to the two R & D facilities, and anticipated needs for 
such testing during the next ten -twenty years. How will testing for these programs as well as 
known future programs which are in the pipeline be conducted if these systems are 
abandoned? 
Please review on the enclosed letter from SEA-03 to NSWC Carderock regarding the need 
for the Submarine Fluid Dynamics facility and comment. SEA-OOC and PMS-395 have 
expressed similar concerns about the Deep Ocean Pressure facility. Please comment 
regarding the need for these facilities. 



3. The following questions deal with the Joint Spectrum Center, the primary tenant of 
NSWC Annapolis: 

Explain the reasons or advantages, if any, for Joint Spectrum Center being located on a 
military or other secure compound. Does the current location satisfy this requirement. If so, 
how? If not, why not or what would have to be done to make the location satisfactory? 
In discussions with BSAT personnel, it was explained that since BOS and RPMA costs were 
excluded fiom the data scenario, it makes sense not to include the rent which would be 
incurred were a tenant to move off base. That appeared to be a good explanation until I 
learned the details of the host-tenant agreement between NSWC Annapolis and its tenant, the 
Joint Spectrum Center. The net payment to NSWC in 1994 was about $202 K. When that 
figure is contrasted with anticipated rent payment of $1 Million per year, it appears an 
adjustment is needed. Comment andlor change the COBRA please. 
For each lease involving Joint Spectrum Center or its primary contractors in the Washington- 
Baltimore-Annapolis, list the annual rent, the number of square feet involved, special 
facilities, special requirements, and the date the lease expires (including an explanation of 
any options available to landlord and tenant). 
The Navy's COBRA did not reflect the savings associated with rent payments which could 
be avoided if JSC personnel currently occupying leased space in Annapolis and the 
Washington area, could be moved onto NSWC Annapolis after the personnel in the Materials 
Department of NSWC depart. For each location currently occupied by JSC personnel andlor 
its support contractor, Illinois Institute of Technology Research Institute, 

- What is the location and its occupants? 
- How many square feet of space do JSC employees and contractors occupy in every 

location? 
- How many people are located in each location? 
- What is the current rent? 
- When does the current lease expire? 
- What is the market rate rent at the location (i.e., if the lease were being renewed today, 

how much would the lease likely be for?) 
- What other costs are paid directly or indirectly by DoD, including taxes, utilities, 

janitorial service, etc. and what are those costs? 
- Are lease costs actual cost, or if GSA is involved, how much does GSA charge for rent? 
- What type of one-time costs and in what amounts would be involved in preparing space 

being vacated by Materials Department employees for JSC and IITRI personnel? 
- Is there sufficient space at NSWC for JSC and IITRI (or other personnel). 

4. In the COBRA scenario, it appears that BSAT is assuming that the 40 personnel 
associated with the CFC project are not moving to Philadelphia. Should the COBRA be adjusted 
accordingly? If so, please do so. If not, please explain. 

5. In calculating military value of technical centers, questions 124 and 125 deal with the 
number of published articles. Is the definition of the number of articles constant or for some 
bases does it refer to refereed publications, while for other bases does it refer to all publications? 



6. Relative to staffing, 
What percentage of NSWC Annapolis's work is charged directly to client projects for 1993, 
1994,2001 (est.), and 2002 (est.)? 
What percentage of NSWC Philadelphia's work is charged directly to client projects for 
1993,1994,200 1, and 2002? 
NS WC Philadelphia is primarily an In-Service Engineering Activity, correct. Please provide 
data on the (anticipated) number of employees and the number of direct workyears for each 
year from 1993 through 2002. If the downsizing is not anticipated to be commensurate with 
reductions in the fleet, explain why. 
In enclosure (1) , page 1-2R of the COBRA scenario data call, it is explained 28 positions are 
unnecessary because of excess personnel at NSWC Philadelphia. Please explain why this is 
being calculated as a BRAC savings related to NSWC Annapolis, rather than a work 
structure savings unrelated to the BRAC process. Please modify the COBRA, as appropriate. 

7. The certified data call shows moving costs for the eight components to be moved as 
$78.1 M, yet the provided COBRA reflects an estimated one-time costs of .$25.0 M. Please 
explain and correct the COBRA, if appropriate. 

8. There appear to be several problems with the COBRA and certified data: 
The Data Call on page 3-6R and 3-9R reflects only $146K for phone hookups in 1996, yet 
the COBRA shows NSWC as having a requirement for $3.873 M. Please explain the 
discrepancy and change the COBRA if appropriate. 
The COBRA does not include increased one-time program management and support 
expenses associated with the move. 
Associated with the increased MILCON should be the standard factors described overhead of 
10% of the MILCON, or approximately $1.5 or $1.6 M. 

9. During the Commissioner visit and since then, staff has been left with the impression that 
the lack of test platforms for 18 - 24 months will result in a loss, for each employee, of about 9 - 
12 months of productive work. Please comment and modify your COBRA, if appropriate. 

10. During the Commissioner visit, the Commissioner was told that several projects might be 
delayed by the proposed move and that the lead ship in several classes might be constructed 
without the systems under development. What is the cost, including retrofitting, logistics, 
training, etc. of the delay on each affected system? What is the probability of delay, to the point 
retrofitting will be necessary, of each major system being worked on by NSWC Annapolis? 

1 1. COBRA Standards 
The COBRA standard input for Cost of Training is $0, yet it would appear that a more 
realistic estimate of this cost is about 2 years salary phased over a 3-5 year period. This 



reflects the absence of directly relevant college course work and the existence of relatively 
few engineers with relevant experience. The large turnover, particularly in retirements may 
result in large numbers of relatively untrained personnel. The absence of training costs is 
also particularly troubling given the high percentage of personnel with advanced degrees. 
COBRA'S standard factor for retirement would appear to understate the situation at NSWC 

Annapolis, particularly given the large number of employees who recently accepted early 
retirement under the SIP program. Please justify the decision to use the standard factor or 
correct the COBRA, as appropriate. 
The low discount rate artificially inflates out-year savings. Please recalculate the COBRA, 
after all other changes are made, to reflect a discount rate of 5.0% and again to use 7.5% . 
The COBRA standard data uses a civilian turnover rate of 15%. What is the impact on cost if 
the turnover rate is 60% ? 75%? 90%? What is the impact on readiness? What is the impact 
associated with overtime, operations, training, etc., if turnover is significantly higher than 
anticipated? 

13. What are the increased costs associated with NSWC's Philadelphia's responsibility for 
security and fire?? 

14. Please provide the draft NSWC Carderock budget submission which deals with the 
relocation of the Annapolis detachment. Please include sections for FYs 1996 - 2000. 

27 April 1995 

From: 
- To: 

\ 
-\ 

Via: 
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1 June 1995 

From: David Epstein 
To: BSAT 

Via: (1) Alex Yellin 

Subj : Navy Technical Facilities -- Naval Surface Warfare Center Carderock, 
Detachment Annapolis (hereafter, NSWC Annapolis) 

1. The following questions were posed by Commissioner Montoya to NSWC Carderock 
during his 19 May 95 visit to NSWC Annapolis Detachment. He anticipated responses directly 
from that base. Please immediately provide BSAT with the answers to these questions. BSAT 
comments on the NSWC response would be welcomed. 

With regard to the Deep Ocean Pressure Simulation Facility, please provide examples that 
would illustrate the impact of closing the facility or more specifically, how failure to test 
these items in the Deep Ocean Pressure Simulation Facility could result in the loss of a 
platform? 
With regard to the Submarine Fluid Dynamics Facility, is it possible to do these tests at sea? 
What would be the impact of doing so? 

2. The following questions deal with the Joint Spectrum Center, the primary tenant of 
NSWC Annapolis. JSC apparently would move off base if and when NSWC is closed. BRAC 
personnel requested JSC to provide detailed information on lease, rehabilitation, and related costs 
associated with moviilg JSC's tenant onto the Base into space currently occupied by NSWC 
Annapolis personnel, including the employees moving to Carderock from the Materials 
Laboratory. 

Joint Spectrum Center would incur rent, estimated in the Certified Data, as $1 Million per 
year. However, this rent is not reflected in the COBRA. Please explain why. 
Joint Spectrum Center's contractor (IITRI) would incur rent, utilities, security and other 
costs if it remains where it currently is or moves to other leased space. Please identify what 
the savings are if the contractor were to move on base. If BSAT doesn't believe these are 
costs are legitimate costs of the move, please provide them and explain the BSAT position. 
If the contractor charges the Government any G&A or other overhead costs to the rent costs, 
please explain the nature and amount of money associated with such additional costs. 
Please provide details of the current lease involving the JSC contractor, including the number 
of square feet of space, special requirements, lease payments, etc. 
Please explain why the COBRA shows no employees moving into leased space inlnear 
Annapolis and what the implications are of this action. 



4. In the COBRA scenario, it appears that BSAT is assuming that the 40 personnel 
associated with the CFC project are not moving to Philadelphia. However, the COBRA scenario 
states that the personnel associated with the CFC project are not to be moved to Philadelphia. 
Please explain why the number of personnel being realigned should not be 321 or modifl the 
COBRA accordingly. 

5 .  The certified data call shows moving costs for the eight components to be moved 
(including 281 personnel) as $78.1 M, yet the provided COBRA reflects an estimated one-time 
costs of .$25 M. Please explain and correct the COBRA, if appropriate. 

5** Is it the BSAT's contention that no construction is required at NSWC Annapolis in 
conjunctin with the proposed closure of NSWC Annapolis and related movement of certain 
assets to NSWC Annapolis? If this is not correct, please list required construction and the 
estimated cost of each project. If this is correct, please justify. 

6.  There appear to be several problems with the COBRA and certified data: 
The Data Call on page 3-6R and 3-9R reflects only $146K for phone hookups in 1996, yet 
the COBRA shows NSWC as having a requirement for $3.873 M. Please explain the 
discrepancy and change the COBRA if appropriate. 
The COBRA does not include increased one-time program management and support 
expenses associated with the move. 
Associated with the increased MILCON should be the standard factors described overhead of 
10% of the MILCON, or approximately $1.5 or $1.6 M. 

7. During the Commissioner visit, the Commissioner was told that several projects might be 
delayed by the proposed move and that the lead ship in several classes might be constructed 
without the systems under development. What is the cost, including retrofitting, logistics, 
training, etc. of the delay on each affected system? What is the probability of delay, to the point 
retrofitting will be necessary, of each major system being worked on by NSWC Annapolis? 

8. Please comment on the enclosed letter regarding the impact of the base closure on the 
CFC replacement program. 



2 June 1995 

From: David Epstein 
To: BSAT 

Via: (1) Alex Yellin 

Subj : Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis 

I .  The City of Philadelphia developed estimates for the cost of moving NS WC Carderock, 
Annapolis Detachment to Philadelphia, including an estimate of $3.062 million in BRAC 
construction funds. They contrasted this with the Annapolis estimate of $20.5 million. Please 
comment about your perception of the accuracy of both estimates. 

2. The City of Philadelphia states that the staffs working on the CFC - elimination program 
from Philadelphia and Annapolis have equal numbers and experience. Is this correct, and if so, are 
the CFC staffs from both sites needed? 

3. In discussing the Submarine Fluid Dynamic Capability at Annapolis, The City of 
Philadelphia maintains that NSWC Philadelphia currently has the facilities to perform over 95% of 
the air system testing currently performed at Annapolis. Is this correct? Does NSWC Philadelphia 
also have the capability to conduct water, hydraulic, and other testing methods available at 
.4nnapolis. From this and the list of other water flow facilities located throughout the United States, 
should BRAC conclude that the Fluid Dynamics Capability can be abandoned? 

4 .  The City of Philadelphia wrote that the purpose of using simulation pressure tanks is to 
evaluate scale models of undersea hull structures, and therefore tank "A" at Annapolis could be 
abandoned. Is this logic correct and complete, and can the BRAC thus conclude that since there are 
other, smaller tanks, that Tank "A" can be abandoned? 



5 June 1995 

From: David Epstein 
To: BSAT 

Via: (1) Alex Yellin 

Subj : Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division, Annapolis Detachment 

I . In the BSEC's deliberations, it appears that BSEC decided that under its scenario for NSWC 
Annapolis, 281 billets would be transferred from NSWC Annapolis to NSWC Philadelphia. The 
deliberations state that the CFC equipment would be moved, but not the personnel. It appears that 
current plans are to move the CFC personnel, but the number of billets to be moved has not been 
increased in the COBRA. Please explain. 

2. Please provide an explanation of each instance in which the BSECIBSAT does not agree with 
'and did not use the certified data in the COBRA scenario relative to the fixed costs of moving 
NSWC Annapolis to NSWC Philadelphia. This question is intended to address ALL aspects of the 
one-time costs associated with the move. As part of your response, if your response involves using 
Government employees to assist in the move, please explain the number of employees who would do 
this and the duration of this assignment. If the salaries (reflecting assigned time) of these employees 
is less than the difference between the moving and calibration costs, as used by the BSAT and those 
reported in the COBRA scenario, explain how the BSAT explains away the remaining costs. 

3. During several commissioner visits, BRAC was told that it would cost about $17.5 Million to 
move the Magnetics facility to Carderock or another location, but only about $5 M to upgrade the 
facility at either White Oak or $2 M at Annapolis if one of those facilities is retained. However, it 
appears that the Annapolis COBRA has $7 M for MILCON and the White Oak COBRA Scenario 
has $1.9 M for non-MILCON purposes. BRAC staff was unable to identify the $1.9 M in the 
COBRA. Please explain how the $1.9 M appears in the White Oak COBRA and how the remaining 
$8.6 M ($17.5 M - $1.9 M - $7 M) is accountedfor. 

4. During the first Commissioner visit to Annapolis on March 27, BRAC was told of the 
contractor of the NSWC's tenant, Joint Spectrum Center and the lease for the contractor's 
approximately 600 people in Annapolis. The commissioners were told the contractor was in a lease 
which was soon to expire on Admiral Nimitz Boulevard in Annapolis. BRAC asked numerous 
questions regarding the lease and the adequacy of space at NSWC into which the contractor might 
move if NSWC is not closed. The response received from DISA etc. addressed some to the desired 
issues, but the foloiwing items are also of interest. 

BRAC was provided with data, including an estimated renovation cost of $1 1.7 M and a 
statement that the current lease is $1.7 M. It is requested that the following questions relating to the 
lease be provided: 

when does the current lease expire? 
if the lease is due to expire in the next year, what is the estimated annual cost of a long-term 
lease? 



how many square feet of space is covered by the existing lease? 
what is the cost (mileage and employees time in travelling back and forth between JSC and 
IITR17s offices in Annapolis? 
in addition to the $1.7 M in lease payments, does the tenant or Government make any 
additional payments for items such as security, utilities, and taxes. If so, what items cost how 
much? 
does the contractor add any markup, such as overhead, G&A, fee, andlor profit to the rent, 
security, utilities, taxes and similar bills? If so, what items are the surcharges based on, what 
kind of surcharges are involved, and how much are they? 



5 June 1995 

From: David Epstein 
To: BSAT 

Via: (1) Alex Yellin 

Subj : Naval Aviation Technical Services Facility, Philadelphia, PA 

The community stressed that in 1993, the BRAC commission "found compelling the 
potential cost savings and reduction in workload among the Services of establishing a joint 
organization under the auspices of NATSF," however there were no indications that this concept 
had been pursued. Please describe what if anything has been done by DoD to pursue this concept. 



9 June 1995 

From: David Epstein 
To: BSAT 

Via: (1) Alex Yellin 

Subj : Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis and its CFC Elimination Program 

I . The COBRA which is an enclosure to BSAT ltr LT-0755-F15 shows that all billets move by 
FY 98, with more than 85% of the personnel moving by the end of FY 97. It also reflects virtual 
elimination of BOS and RPMA costs at Annapolis by the end of FY98. 

. Staff has been told that at a recent NAVSEA meeting attended by various Annapolis and 
NAVSEA officials, it was decided that 

total cost of moving CFC-elimination equipment would total about $13 M 
some equipment would not move, introducing some risk 
schedule for moving equipment would introduce some risk 
part of Annapolis facility would be kept open into early 1999 

3. Staff was told in 6 June 95 BSAT ltr LT-0755-F15 that Fluid Dynamics Facility will be kept 
open to "support the NSSN program through the year 2000." Furthermore, your 9 June letter LT- 
0802-F16 says that "R & D efforts at NSWC Annapolis are to be lar~elv completed in FY 91." 

4. Please comment and revise the COBRA to reflect changes in all costs, including RPMA and 
130s costs to be incurred at least through the year 2001. 

5 .  Alex --- let's discuss ---- We are concerned that BSAT's response may be that COBRA is a 
comparative tool . . . 



1 1  June 1995 

From: David Epstein 
To: BSAT 

Via: (1) Alex Yellin 

Subj : Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis Detachment 

I . In your response to my 1 June fax regarding Commissioner Montoya's questions about the 
impact of performing tests at sea, you made no mention of the cost of such alternatives. It was our 
intention that the question about "impact" was also intended to refer to financial issues. 
Accordingly, allow me to rephrase the questions as described below. If the fluid dynamics facility 
and the deep ocean pressure simulation facility are abandoned (please answer questions separately 
for each facility), 

Are there some types of testing which can not be done in an acceptable manner except 
through simulation testing? 
For testing which can be accomplished in the absence of the facilities, how much does 
the Navy estimate that such testing would have cost using the facilities to be abandoned 
and how much will it cost to conduct such testing in a live or other environment. Please 
attempt to quantify these as annual costs for facility testing and for alternative testing. If 
you are unable to provide annual estimates, please provide estimated costs using a) the 
facilities and b) a submarine for one test. 
Do the above cost estimates include costs such as salary and fringes for the crew? time 
for the ship or boat to reach the desired dry dock? time for the ship or boat in the desired 
dry dock? time for the ship or boat to get into position to conduct the test? 

3 . HOW much would it cost to move the two facilities from Annapolis to Philadelphia or to 
build new facilities in Philadelphia? 

3. We anticipate that these questions will be resurfaced during the anticipated Commissioner 
visit scheduled for Monday, 19 June. Also, please be advised that the community has identified an 
estimate as to the costs involved in such testing. 



From: David Epstein 
To: BSAT 

Via: (1) Alex Yellin 

Subj: Navy Technical Facilities -- Naval Surface Warfare Center Carderock, 
Detachment Annapolis (hereafter, NSWC Annapolis) 

I .  The following questions deal with each of two systems at NSWC which are slated to be 
a'bandoned, 1) the Deep Ocean Pressure and 2) Submarine Fluid Dynamics Facility 

The BSEC deliberations documentation provided to us mentions the high cost of relocating 
the Deep Ocean Pressure and Submarine Fluid Dynamics Facilities at Annapolis as a reason 
for not relocating it to Philadelphia. Please provide us with the data and the analysis of the 
data that was used by the BSEC and BSAT to determine that the loss of each of these two 
facilities would not add significant delay or cost to ongoing or planned Navy research 
programs. 
If not included in this data and analysis, describe the frequency and purpose of use of the 
Deep Ocean Pressure and Submarine Fluid Dynamics Facility over the previous two years, 
future plans for these projects as related to the two R & D facilities, and anticipated needs for 
such testing during the next ten -twenty years. How will testing for these programs as well as 
known future programs which are in the pipeline be conducted if these systems are 
abandoned? 
Provide the project names, and project manager names and phone numbers of the Navy 
project managers at NAVSEA, NAVAIR, etc. who are responsible for the major projects 
which were recently, are, or are soon to be tested at Annapolis or at back-up facilities. 
Indicate the number of WY performed and funding provided on each project during FY93, 
94, and 95 (to date). The list of projects should include at least all projects which used the 
equipment in the past two years. 
Please review on the enclosed letter from SEA-03 to NSWC Carderock regarding the need 
for the Submarine Fluid Dynamics facility and comment. SEA-OOC and PMS-395 have 
expressed similar concerns about the Deep Ocean Pressure facility. Please comment 
regarding the need for these facilities. 
What is the annual additional cost of testing through alternative means, including "steaming 
time," military pay. Please explain the meaning of "steaming time" -- does this include a 
depreciated cost on the submarine, fuel, etc. 
What facilities do you propose utilizing to substitute for each facility. 



'7 
L. The following questions deal with the Joint Spectrum Center, the primary tenant of 
NSWC Annapolis: 

Explain the reasons or advantages, if any, for Joint Spectrum Center being located on a 
military or other secure compound. Does the current location satisfy this requirement. If so, 
how? If not, why not or what would have to be done to make the location satisfactory? 
In discussions with BSAT personnel, it was explained that since BOS and RPMA costs were 
excluded from the data scenario, it makes sense not to include the rent which would be 
incurred were a tenant to move off base. That appeared to be a good explanation until I 
learned the details of the host-tenant agreement between NSWC Annapolis and its tenant, the 
Joint Spectrum Center. The & payment to NS WC in 1 994 was about $202 K. When that 
figure is contrasted with anticipated rent payment of $1 Million per year, it appears an 
adjustment is needed. Comment andlor change the COBRA please. 
For each lease involving Joint Spectrum Center or its primary contractors in the Washington- 
Baltimore-Annapolis, list the annual rent, the number of square feet involved, special 
facilities, special requirements, and the date the lease expires (including an explanation of 
any options available to landlord and tenant). 
The Navy's COBRA did not reflect the savings associated with rent payments which could 
be avoided if JSC personnel currently occupying leased space in Annapolis and the 
Washington area, could be moved onto NSWC Annapolis after the personnel in the Materials 
Department of NSWC depart. For each location currently occupied by JSC personnel and/or 
its support contractor, Illinois Institute of Technology Research Institute, 

- What is the location and its occupants? 
- How many square feet of space do JSC employees and contractors occupy in every 

location? 
- How many people are located in each location? 
- What is the current rent? 
- When does the current lease expire? 
- What is the market rate rent at the location (i.e., if the lease were being renewed today, 

how much would the lease likely be for?) 
- What other costs are paid directly or indirectly by DoD, including taxes, utilities, 

janitorial service, etc. and what are those costs? 
- Are lease costs actual cost, or if GSA is involved, how much does GSA charge for rent? 
- What type of one-time costs and in what amounts would be involved in preparing space 

being vacated by Materials Department employees for JSC and IITRI personnel? 
Is there sufficient space at NSWC for JSC and IITRI (or other personnel). 

3. In calculating military value of technical centers, questions 124 and 125 deal with the 
number of published articles. Is the definition of the number of articles constant or for some 
bases does it refer to refereed publications, while for other bases does it refer to all publications? 



4. Relative to staffing, 
What percentage of NSWC Annapolis's work is charged directly to client projects for 1993, 
1994,2001 (est.), and 2002 (est.)? 
What percentage of NSWC Philadelphia's work is charged directly to client projects for 
1993,1994,200 1, and 2002? 
NSWC Philadelphia is primarily an In-Service Engineering Activity, correct. Please provide 
data on the (anticipated) number of employees and the number of direct workyears for each 
year from 1993 through 2002. If the downsizing is not anticipated to be commensurate with 
reductions in the fleet, explain why. 
In enclosure (1) , page 1-2R of the COBRA scenario data call, it is explained 28 positions are 
unnecessary because of excess personnel at NSWC Philadelphia. Please explain why this is 
being calculated as a BRAC savings related to NSWC Annapolis, rather than a work 
structure savings unrelated to the BRAC process. Please modify the COBRA, as appropriate. 

5 .  The certified data call shows moving costs for the eight components to be moved as 
$78.1 M, yet the provided COBRA reflects an estimated one-time costs of .$25.0 M. Please 
explain and correct the COBRA, if appropriate. 

6. There appear to be several problems with the COBRA and certified data: 
The provided COBRA only show $8 M for MILCON for Carderock while the cost of the 
Electro-Magnetic Fields Laboratory was estimated at $15 M. Please explain and add the 
$7M to the COBRA if appropriate. (Or does the $8M include $1 M for the Nike site transfer, 
in which case the EMF MILCON understatement is $8 M?) 
The Data Call on page 3-6R and 3-9R reflects only $146K for phone hookups in 1996, yet 
the COBRA shows NSWC as having a requirement for $3.873 M. Please explain the 
discrepancy and change the COBRA if appropriate. 
The COBRA does not include increased one-time program management and support 
expenses associated with the move. 
Associated with the increased MILCON should be the standard factors described overhead of 
10% of the MILCON, or approximately $1.5 or $1.6 M. 

7 1 .  Does the figure of 280 positions to be realigned include the approximately 40 in support 
of the CFC program? 

8. During the Commissioner visit and since then, staff has been left with the impression that 
the lack of test platforms for 18 - 24 months will result in a loss, for each employee, of about 9 - 
12 months of productive work. Please comment and modify your COBRA, if appropriate. 



9. During the Commissioner visit, the Commissioner was told that several projects might be 
delayed by the proposed move and that the lead ship in several classes might be constructed 
without the systems under development. What is the cost, including retrofitting, logistics, 
training, etc. of the delay on each affected system? What is the probability of delay, to the point 
retrofitting will be necessary, of each major system being worked on by NSWC Annapolis? 

1 0. COBRA Standards 
The COBRA standard input for Cost of Training is $0, yet it would appear that a more 
realistic estimate of this cost is about 2 years salary phased over a 3-5 year period. This 
reflects the absence of directly relevant college course work and the existence of relatively 
few engineers with relevant experience. The large turnover, particularly in retirements may 
result in large numbers of relatively untrained personnel. The absence of training costs is 
also particularly troubling given the high percentage of personnel with advanced degrees. 
COBRA'S standard factor for retirement would appear to understate the situation at NSWC 

Annapolis, particularly given the large number of employees who recently accepted early 
retirement under the SIP program. Please justify the decision to use the standard factor or 
correct the COBRA, as appropriate. 
The low discount rate artificially inflates out-year savings. Please recalculate the COBRA, 
after all other changes are made, to reflect a discount rate of 5.0% and again to use 7.5% . 
The COBRA standard data uses a civilian turnover rate of 15%. What is the impact on cost if 
the turnover rate is 60% ? 75%? 90%? What is the impact on readiness? What is the impact 
associated with overtime, operations, training, etc., if turnover is significantly higher than 
anticipated? 

1 1. What are the increased costs associated with NSWC's Philadelphia's responsibility for 
security and fire?? 

12. Please provide the draft NSWC Carderock budget submission which deals with the 
relocation of the Annapolis detachment. Please include sections for FYs 1996 - 2000. 



PROPOSED QUESTIONS TO BE DISCUSSED ON MONDAY: 

1. HOW MANY CFC EMPLOYEES WILL MIGRATE TO PHILA? 
2. WHEN ARE YOU PREPARED TO CLOSE NSWC ANNAPOLIS -- IS IT 1998, AS 

DOCUMENTED IN THE COBRA OR IS IT 2001 AFTER MOST OF THE NSSN, SEAWOLF, 
AND CFC WORK IS COMPLETED? 

3. DEEP DEPTH SIMULATION FACILITY 
HOW MANY TESTS DID YOU CONDUCT ON THE DEEP DEPTH SIMULATION 
FACILITY DURING 1992,1993,1994, AND 1995? WERE THESE TESTS ALL ON 
NEW SYSTEMS? (PLEASE RESTRICT YOUR ANSWER FOR THIS AND ALL 
QUESTIONS TO TESTING DONE BY OR FOR THE NAVY) 
AFTER INTRODUCTION OF A PLATFORM, DOES IT EVER COME BACK TO 
THIS FACILITY FOR ADDITIONAL TESTING? 
HOW MANY TESTS DO YOU ENVISION WILL BE CONDUCTED DURING EACH 
OF THE NEXT 5 YEARS? 10 YEARS? 20 YEARS? 
ON AVERAGE, HOW MUCH DOES IT COST TO CONDUCT A TEST USING THIS 
FACILITY? 
ON AVERAGE, HOW MUCH DOES IT COST TO CONDUCT A TEST USING 
OTHER METHODS? 
DO THESE FIGURES INCLUDE COSTS SUCH AS MILITARY PERSONNEL, 
COSTS OF USING A DRYDOCK (USING STANDARD SHIPYARD CHARGES), A 
REASONABLE DAILY RATE FOR THE USE OF A SUBMARINE, ETC. PLEASE 
EXPLAIN YOUR ANSWER. 

4. FLUID DYNAMICS FACILITY 
HOW MANY TESTS DID YOU CONDUCT ON THE DEEP DEPTH SIMULATION 
FACILITY DURING 1992,1993,1994, AND 1995? WERE THESE TESTS ALL ON 
NEW SYSTEMS? (PLEASE RESTRICT YOUR ANSWER FOR THIS AND ALL 
QUESTIONS TO TESTING DONE BY OR FOR THE NAVY) 
AFTER INTRODUCTION OF A PLATFORM, DOES IT EVER COME BACK TO 
THIS FACILITY FOR ADDITIONAL TESTING? 
HOW MANY TESTS DO YOU ENVISION WILL BE CONDUCTED DURING EACH 
OF THE NEXT 5 YEARS? 10 YEARS? 20 YEARS? 
ON AVERAGE, HOW MUCH DOES IT COST TO CONDUCT A TEST USING THIS 
FACILITY? 
ON AVERAGE, HOW MUCH DOES IT COST TO CONDUCT A TEST USING 
OTHER METHODS? 
DO THESE FIGURES INCLUDE COSTS SUCH AS MILITARY PERSONNEL, 
COSTS OF USING A DRYDOCK (USING STANDARD SHIPYARD CHARGES), A 
REASONABLE DAILY RATE FOR THE USE OF A SUBMARINE, ETC. PLEASE 
EXPLAIN YOUR ANSWER. 


